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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Problem Area 
Over the past century a fierce debate has revolved around legalisation of marijuana. First as a 
medical drug, then as a recreational drug comparable alcohol. In 1906 in the U.S., the “Pure Food 
and Drug Act” was enacted (U.S. Food and Drug Administration 2009). The act required marijuana, 
medicine, drugs and other poisonous foods to be labelled accordingly, to make consumers aware of 
possible dangers. Non-medical marijuana was added to the poison list by some states, which in turn 
made it only purchasable with prescriptions. In 1914, America saw a push towards regulation and 
prohibition of various substances. Heroin, cocaine, marijuana and alcohol was under attack from the 
Federal bureau of Narcotics (FBN), supported by a number of Irish and Italian immigrants who 
gained political influence in big metropolitan areas (Belenko & Sphon 2015: 56). In 1914, the 
Harrison Act passed through Congress, and became the main regulatory agent in taxation and 
regulation of drug import, manufacturing and sale (Belenko & Spohn 2015: 56). Although not a 
prohibition, the Harrison act put the issue of drug regulation on the agenda. Later, cocaine and 
marijuana (initially not considered narcotics) came under regulation of the Harrison Act (Belenko & 
Spohn 2015: 56). In 1917, the state of Colorado made the use of marijuana a misdemeanour with 
fines and up to one month in prison. In 1929, the government in Colorado passed a bill, Bill 409, 
which made selling and cultivation of marijuana illegal and as a second offence punishable by up to 
five years in prison. (Breathes 2012). Colorado is interesting because it is a unique case and 
legalisation of illegal substances rarely happen.  
 
By 1930, the FBN, led by Harry J. Anslinger, tried to ban all recreational drugs including 
marijuana. He claimed it increased violent crimes and irrational actions (Warf 2014). Seven years 
later further actions were taken by the federal government to put an end to marijuana consumption 
(Johann 2015). In 1937, a tax act was placed on the sale of marijuana in the United States, called 
“The Marihuana Tax Act.” The tax act meant that every individual who imported, sold or in any 
way distributed marijuana had to pay a tax according to the act. One of the purposes of this act was 
to put a tax on everyone in the U.S. who was dealing or buying marijuana, as well as keeping track 
of sellers and users of the drug, by a process of registration. This was done in hope of decreasing 
the use of marijuana both medical and recreational, by making it expensive and extremely hard to 
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sell legally (Belenko & Spohn 2015: 56-8). In the 1950s, the penalty for cultivation and selling 
marijuana were increased manyfold. The first act was the Boggs Act in 1951 which made the 
penalties fourfold and in 1956 the Daniels Act, which made the penalties eightfold (Schaffer 
Library Of Drug Policy 2015). The focus of these acts was that marijuana led its users to try other 
and more severe drugs, which created the Gateway Theory (Iversen 2002).  
 
The 1970s marked the beginning of what is commonly known as “The War on Drugs”. In 1970, 
congress created the Controlled Substances Act, which categorised the different drugs in so called 
“schedules” depending on their potential for abuse (Gabay 2013). The schedules range from 1 to 5, 
1 being the most harmful, marijuana is located in schedule 1 together with substances like cocaine, 
methamphetamine and heroin. These are drugs with no possible medical benefits (hg.org 2015). In 
1971, President Richard Nixon declared drug abuse to be public enemy number one and therefore 
strengthened drug enforcement with more resources, while allowing ‘no-knock searches’, a search 
conducted without consent of the searchee, and mandatory sentencing, if caught with marijuana 
(Frontline 2015). In 1975, Colorado decriminalised possession of one ounce or less of marijuana to 
a petty offense. Instead of facing prison time, the individuals were faced with a fine of a 100 
dollars. If you were caught with larger amounts, cultivating or selling, you were still faced with 
larger penalties (Gazette 2014).  
 
Throughout the 1990s several states in the U.S. legalised marijuana for medical purposes. In 1998, 
Amendment 19 was created in Colorado, its purpose was to legalise medical marijuana, however it 
was not passed. In 2000, Amendment 20 passed in the state of Colorado; the amendment is known 
as the “Medical Use of Marijuana Act”. It legalised medical marijuana allowing patients to possess 
up to two ounces of marijuana. Smoking in public was still illegal (Miron 2014). 
 
On the 6th of November 2012, the state of Colorado passed the 64th amendment and legalised the 
consumption and distribution of marijuana for adults over the age of 21 (Hickenlooper 2014). 
Several other states tried to legalise recreational marijuana and mainly used economic arguments in 
their campaigns, which had little effect. Colorado stood out, because they took another angle on the 
subject. One of the campaigns for passing Amendment 64 ran under the slogan “Regulate 
Marijuana like Alcohol” (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Colorado has after the passing of the amendment 
worked proactively towards implementing the amendment in the best way possible. As the governor 
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of Colorado states, they aim to create a public policy that “ utilizes the decades of public health 
lessons gained from regulating tobacco and alcohol” (Hickenlooper 2014). The organisation 
Marijuana Policy Project (MPP) ran the campaign “Treat Marijuana like Alcohol” during the state 
election in 2012 and the assumption that marijuana can be regulated like alcohol is a continuous 
theme in the debate. The governor of Colorado, John W. Hickenlooper states on the topic of 
regulating marijuana like alcohol “we have tried to do just that” (Hickenlooper 2014). Even though 
Amendment 64 does not include some sort of comparison between alcohol and marijuana, the 
assumption that these substances are comparable seems present. With both alcohol and marijuana 
sharing large amounts of traits from consumers to health hazards, to history regarding prohibition, 
the yay- sayers see these two as being similar and hence believe that both should be regulated 
equally. This assumption of important similarities between alcohol and marijuana has resulted in a 
discourse known as the ‘alcohol model’, which reflects the way the 64th amendment should be 
implemented (Caulkins et. al. 2012). 
 
Numerous scholars have written about drug policies in the US over the years, and a lot of attention 
has been focused on the irrationality of these policies (Kleiman 1989, Caulkins et. al. 2012, Room 
2010, Duke 2010). An example could be the previously mentioned marijuana tax act of 1937. The 
act saw some of the first arrests for possession, which were punished by jail time. Testementing to 
its "irrationality", the act was deemed unconstitutional by the court of law in Leary v. the United 
States (JUSTIA 2015), as the individual would have to incriminate him/herself in order to get a tax 
stamp, and as such it was eventually repealed in 1970. This is just one example of the back and 
forth which have taken place in the area of drug policies, especially in the U.S. The large amount of 
debate often centres on why marijuana is put into the schedule 1 category along with heroin, while 
alcohol remains freely available. 
 
Mark A. R. Kleiman (1989, 1995) looks at enforcement policies through an analytic lens, and uses 
simplistic economic models to try and estimate the cost of enforcement versus the cost of a possible 
legalisation. In the time of the writing of his book, the budget of the drug enforcement in the US 
actually rose, a happening that Kleiman pointed out to have little to no affect on the consumption of 
Marijuana (Haaga 1990). Kleiman identifies the starting point of the US policy debate to revolve 
around “possible arguments for public intervention” and distinguishes between a conservative way 
of intervention and a more liberal strategy similar to the “Harm Principle” by John Stuart Mill 
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(Kleiman 1995). The Harm principle states that: “The only purpose for which power can rightfully 
exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will is to prevent harm to other” 
(Mill cited in Kleiman 1995). The challenges then lie in determining to what extent marijuana and 
alcohol cause harm to others, and not whether it harms the individual user. Kleiman and others 
(Caulkins et. al. 2012) argue that alcohol users and abusers cause far more harm to others than 
marijuana, then why is marijuana criminalised to a far larger extent than alcohol?  
 
Robin Room (2014) argues that now is the time for a re-examination of current drug conventions 
from 1961 and 1988, as these new legalisations we are seeing is actually in straight contradiction to 
said conventions. He also argues that while the main point of focus should be on public health and 
the regulatory measures needed to hold down consumption, it does not seem to be a main concern 
for the U.S. and little attention is paid to the lessons taught by previous alcohol and tobacco 
regulations (Room 2014). Another key point is that Room (2014) sees the need to revise the current 
drug conventions as an easing of the path towards including alcohol under these same conventions 
(effectively regulating marijuana and alcohol alike), which in turn would benefit global health. 
Room (2010) also argued that current drug conventions are not having the desired effect. From 
1981 to 2002 the US federal budget to combat drugs went from 1.5 billion dollars to 18 billion 
dollars (this is adjusted for inflation), annual marijuana related arrests soared from fewer than 
350.000 to more than 800.000 and annual seizures of marijuana from 226.798 kg, to more than 
1.113.980 kg. On top of all this there was a decrease in price, a rise in potency, and a rise from 
25percent to 30 percent of young adult users. (Room 2010). This is all built upon a report written by 
Evan Wood called ”Tools for debate: US federal government data on cannabis prohibition”(Wood 
et. al. 2010). According to Room (2010), this report joins a ‘bookshelf of reports’ spanning half a 
century that maps the faults of a prohibition such as this. 
 
In the years between 1914 and 1920 eleven countries adopted prohibition of alcohol, which is a 
direct precedent of what is happening in contemporary America in relations to marijuana. This 
wave of prohibitions eventually ended when the U.S. repealed it in 1933 on a national level. The 
prohibition was instead replaced by a restrictive regulatory regime, which instead restrained alcohol 
consumption, and problems related to alcohol until, according to Room, this regime was eroded by 
the neoliberal free market ideologies of recent decades (Room 2010). 
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Stephen B. Duke (2010) also addresses the effects and consequences of the prohibition and whether 
or not it is relevant to continue in today's society. Duke (2010) argues along the same lines of 
Room, that the prohibition is extremely costly and at the same time makes it impossible for the state 
to collect taxes on marijuana, effectively spending between 8-100 billion dollars pr. year while 
missing an estimated 6 billion dollars in marijuana taxes. These large numbers are money that 
instead goes towards a black market economy as there will always be a demand, and as such the 
supply will find a way, regardless of legality, not unlike what happened with alcohol when it was 
prohibited in the early 1900s. Duke states that the same factors that ruined the alcohol prohibition 
exist in today's marijuana prohibition. Alcohol was fairly easy (but not safe) to produce at home, 
which lead to a huge increase in the dangerous practice of home brewing, infamously known as 
moonshining. In comparison, marijuana is an incredibly easy plant to grow almost anywhere, and 
production comes with very little risk of bodily harm (no exploding stills in marijuana production). 
With the social climate changes moving towards a wider legalisation, Duke (2010) argued that 
money could be moved from the hands of criminal organisations who have funded a great deal of 
violence in other parts of the U.S., towards the hands of the government, who would instead be able 
to secure regulated (and hence safer) marijuana. 
Jonathan P. Caulkins et. al. (2012) shed insight on how marijuana could be treated along the same 
lines of alcohol, not only in regards to legislation, but also in regards to regulations for production, 
distribution and advertisement. They also explore the difficulty and complexity inherent in the 
taxation process as marijuana actually has two separate intoxicants, compared to alcohols one 
(Caulkins et. al. 2012). Their suggestion is that marijuana should be taxed in accordance to its THC 
(Tetrahydrocannabinol) level, just like alcohol is taxed in accordance to its ethanol level. All of 
these scholars argue that marijuana can be regulated like alcohol. 
There seems to be a large amount of debate, but where it is usually between scholars arguing 
different sides, the discourse today seems to have moved past that, into the realm of why marijuana 
is not being regulated as alcohol is, namely as a recreational drug that needs to be controlled and 
taxed. This comes largely due to a shift in social norms, in which marijuana has moved from a thing 
only "stoners" (which at the time of the discourse was commonly taken to mean losers) did, to a 
more common thing. In today's society it is not uncommon to hear of people from all social layers 
and statuses to partake in the consumption of marijuana (Warf 2014). This change has so far led to 
numerous changes in political structure with the legalisation of first medical marijuana, and since, 
recreational marijuana in Colorado.  
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The topic of marijuana legislation and its comparability to others substances is a worthy field of 
study, as the debates are on-going and the field has seen recent changes of a large calibre. 
The example here would be the legalisation of recreational marijuana use in the state of Colorado, 
which again sees changes to the discourse on both sides, as both parts bear witness to the outcome 
of legalisation. This is for us the key: trying to understand why and what leads to decisions like this, 
which leads us straight to our research question. 
Research Question 
What factors drove the Colorado state government to legalise marijuana in 2012? 
Project Design 
The objective of this project is to identify underlying factors of the recent marijuana legalisation in 
the state of Colorado. In the beginning we examined the research field broadly, in order to find 
sources and empirical material elaborating on what factors could have contributed to marijuana 
legalisation. One of the central pieces of literature on the subject of marijuana, is the book by 
Caulkins, Kleiman, Angela Hawken and Beau Kilmer. Caulkins et. al. (2014) aims in their book 
“Marijuana Legalization: What Everyone Needs to Know” to assess the situation regarding 
prohibition of marijuana, and shed light on all complications and benefits that could come from 
legalising marijuana. The findings in this book worked as a guideline highlighting matters of 
interest in regards to the legalisation of marijuana. It soon became clear – as expected – that 
marijuana was a multi- aspect case affecting several layers of society and multiple institutions such 
as the federal government versus state governments. 
  
It was decided that the main factors to examine were political, social and economical. It became 
apparent that there was need for theory explaining how public policy changes. The choice for 
theory landed upon the punctuated equilibrium theory, this theory offers suggestions to how an 
issue appears on the political agenda (Cairney 2011). The theory suggests furthermore, that in order 
for an issue to appear on the political agenda it needed increased public attention, and support. This 
could either happen through media, new evidence or a new framing with ability to convince the 
public to support a given issue in this case marijuana legalisation (Cairney 2011).  In turn, 
Punctuated Equilibrium Theory provides us with a way of collecting evidence, since it was now a 
matter of figuring out whether or not conditions set forth by Punctuated Equilibrium Theory could 
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be applied to the case of marijuana. For the social and political factors, Punctuated Equilibrium 
Theory provided a way to examine these two aspects (Cairney 2011). 
  
Meanwhile, the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory provides partial answers, further ideas on how to 
fully answer the research question were still needed (Cairney 2011). In some of Kleiman’s work he 
refers to marijuana as a vice. A vice could be tobacco, marijuana, gambling, expensive cars, and 
even expensive women. It is defined in the dictionary as something considered immoral and 
depraved, which of course is in the eye of the beholder. In most cases it is rarely used in such a 
harsh way, but is instead used to describe behaviour that is willingly done, but is not necessarily 
beneficial for the participant. When discovering Leon & Weitzer (2014) starting 10 factors, each 
increasing the chance of a vice being legalised through public election, it was decided that this 
would be used to evaluate why the public supported marijuana legalisation specifically in Colorado. 
  
This combination of these two ‘theories’ i.e. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and the 10 factors of 
vice legalisation struck us as being able to fill in a gap in the literature already existing in general on 
the U.S. marijuana prohibition, and more specifically on the case findings. This will be done by 
demonstrating a social norms shift  – which we argue as an utmost important factor in regards to 
legalising an illicit drug – in the U.S. in general. Furthermore, we examine how the 10 factors can 
be viewed as increasing chances of legalising marijuana in Colorado. 
  
The last factor in need of attention is economical reasoning, no specific theory is being applied for 
this investigation. We have searched through already existing arguments, and all these findings in 
regard to economics lead to the conclusion: Economic factors are important, but not as a winning 
argument. It needs to be combined with other arguments in the case of Colorado it is the argument 
of treating marijuana like alcohol. With above-mentioned findings in mind, working questions that 
can simplify the process of answering the research question can be created. The working questions 
we have decided upon is: 
  
1. How have social norms, both historically and contemporary, affected marijuana legislation? 
2. What is the economic reasoning behind marijuana legalisation, and to what extent has this 
led to actual changes in legislation? 
3. How has actions taken by legal-marijuana proponents affected the Colorado case? 
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Methods 
Our project covers numerous aspects of the case and through this process, our empirical data and 
theory findings have guided us to our research question and working questions. Because we work 
with such a multifaceted case, we choose to apply an iterative approach where we collect data, 
interpret it and then formulate further ideas about other possible factors. Our iterative approach is 
also apparent in the way we have constructed our theoretical framework. Here we chose to draw on 
a couple of different theories in order to construct a framework that suited our case. As we gathered 
data, we learned that some factors proved more causality than others did, therefore we chose to 
work in depth with framing and social norms, while its shallow importance marginalised economic 
factors. 
Our theoretical framework consists of three components, which will help us cover multiple assets of 
the case. We utilise The Punctuated Equilibrium theory to explain why social norms change, and 
how these changes are mirrored in the political picture. Afterwards we derived 10 factors, which we 
believe can explain how a change in social norms can result in legislative changes. Kleiman, who 
provides concepts on marijuana legalisation, will complement this framework to a high extent. 
Moreover, Kleiman highlighted the importance of social norms, which led us to our current 
framework. 
  
In working question 1, we examine through surveys and other means of empirical material if there 
has been change in social norms and what role this change in perception by the public played in 
legalisation of marijuana. We further use concepts provided by Punctuated Equilibrium Theory 
explaining why social norms have changed.   
In working question 2, we examine if there is any evidence of economic reasoning playing a 
significant role in the legalisation process of marijuana in the state of Colorado. If none are found, 
we will look at other possible factors.  
In working question 3, we examine to what extent Tvert’s campaign for MPP had an effect on 
legalising marijuana in the state of Colorado. 
  
Empirical Data 
By analysing and using surveys, we are able to gather and use quantitative data about the subject of 
marijuana; this in turn gives us additional data on which to base our argument. Surveys are a solid 
source of data, but it can never be entirely reliable since it is impossible to check if the people 
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involved are telling the truth or holds a certain bias toward the subject (Hesse-Biber, Leavy 2011). 
However, we will utilise surveys from Brookings governance service in order to estimate the 
number of people supporting marijuana legalisation. Furthermore, we will use Brookings surveys to 
prove that new evidence changes social norms. 
Several academic books and journals will elaborate our quantitative foundation of surveys. 
Kleimans book “Cost of Abuse, Cost of Control” (1989) will function both as theory and as 
evidence. Kleiman concepts function as a part of our theoretical framework, and as proof of a 
change in social norms. This is a unique situation, however we are aware of it, and believe it to be 
an advantage. Caulkins et. al. (2012) will also provide evidence, and a direction for our research. 
Both books point towards social norms being the main causal factor, and that has heavily influenced 
our research and analysis. Leon & Weitzer (2014) provide a more Colorado specific assessment of 
what caused them to legalise marijuana. They go in-depth with causal factors only applicable to 
Colorado. 
Official statements from principle Colorado politicians, such as Governor John Hickenlooper, will 
complement our books/journals and make us aware of these politicians position towards legal 
marijuana. This is important because our project revolves around political attitude towards the 
issue, and by using these statements we can comprehend if any changes has occurred in their 
attitude. When we deal with official documents we have to take into consideration what interest lies 
behind the making of the documents, as well as in which circumstance the document was crafted 
under (Dyrhauge, Lecture 4 slide 9) 
Some of our data will be grey literature as we aim to fathom the current political picture in 
Colorado. However, this has certain weaknesses, such as lack of credibility, possibility for biases, 
and by being aware of this are we able to “pay particular attention to the conditions under which 
the document was produced…” (Burnham et al 2004: 186). For example, we utilise Denver post to a 
high extent, this is because we aim to understand the context of the issue, and search for possible 
hidden political agendas. When used, we pay special attention to whether the literature is a primary 
source, such as government documents or secondary sources like newspapers (Burnham et al 2004: 
167).  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework 	  
In order to gain knowledge of what factors allowed marijuana to be legalised in the state of 
Colorado, we will use a theory offering insight into why policies change, it offers a set of concepts 
along with conditions preferable to this project. Even though, the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory 
(PET) allows for possible explanation of change in general, additional conditions set by scholars 
(Lenton 2004, Skolnick 1988, Weitzer 2012 cited in Leon & Weitzer 2014) will explain how a vice 
legalisation proposal, can pass through a public vote. Lastly, Kleiman provides a set of concepts 
aiding the understanding of how prohibition influences criminal markets and consumers.  
 
Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) 
“In public policy, equilibrium (balance, or stability) is the result of: (a) dominance within 
government based on a supporting policy image and the enforcement of the status quo; and (b) 
political forces cancelling each other out.” (Cairney 2011; 03). 
 
The above is Cairneys definition of equilibrium, he points to two conditions that are necessities for 
a state to reach equilibrium - furthermore, upholding the status quo. One is the need of policy image 
or a framing that appeals to the majority of society, hence the creation of what is called policy 
monopoly, through a policy community supporting the existing framing. Secondly, the need for 
adequate defence against opposing policy images, that might endanger the existing framing 
(Cairney 2011).  
This could arguably be the case with recreational marijuana use. The policy image has for a long 
enduring period been heavily influenced by the public perception of drugs harming individuals and 
society as a whole. Therefore, the prohibition of marijuana has lasted for almost 80 years without 
encountering much resilience, and opposing policy communities have not been successfully 
established, or at least not to such extent making it possible to appear on the political agenda. PET, 
can explain what factors have changed since marijuana legalisation are receiving more support in 
recent years.  
  
“The aim of punctuated equilibrium theory is to explain these long periods of policy stability 
punctuated by short but intense periods of change.” (Cairney 2011; 01). 
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In order to understand why policies change, we must address one of the important concepts behind 
why most policies do not experience changes. Comprehensive rationality means that, politicians 
cannot focus on all issues at all time; they can only focus on a small proportion of the total amount 
of issues (Cairney 2011). Therefore, decision makers only have a select few on their agenda. 
Periods of extensive attention to a given issue might shed new light on the issue and creating a new 
discourse or framing. Frame is the concept of how an issue is defined; framing can be used both 
negatively and positively (Cairney 2011). Framing can occur when a group tries to minimise 
attention on a certain issue, in order for it to remain the same. An opposing group can try to change 
how the issue is viewed, by maximising attention, and thereby generate the attention necessary for a 
possible change to take place. New framing of the policy image can happen due to changes in 
public discourse or newfound evidence, in turn, generating a new public perception (Cairney 2011).   
   
We believe that such a change has happened. Public discourse has been slowly evolving through 
time. The introduction of medical marijuana and the dismissal of a number of ‘anti-marijuana’ 
theories have led to a decrease in the stigma formerly attached to the substance. Kleiman (1989) 
offers insight as to what this new evidence might be, together with introducing several models on 
how enforcement affects consumption and criminal behaviour. Even though his theory is over 20 
years old, we see it as a testament to that fact that norms and framing accumulate over long periods. 
We will return to  Kleiman's models and concepts later. 
  
Cairney (2011) then argues that PET can be described fairly simple with the use of two concepts: 
Policy communities and Agenda setting. Policy communities are a close relationship among 
interest groups and public officials. The relationship relies on the trade of information for influence 
and people of the community gathering to improve local politics, and thereby influencing politics 
on a larger scale. If the Policy community experience success by getting their political issues passed 
as legislation, then they could in turn become a policy monopoly (Cairney 2011). Policy monopoly 
represents the efforts from a policy community to keep a minimum, or maximum of attention on a 
certain issue. This can be done by framing. Agenda setting is a tool to understand why some 
political issues get attention on the political scene, this can happen through public, media and 
government framing. A major focus point in agenda setting is issues that attract high levels of 
attention, often due to newly collected evidence (Cairney 2011). Interest groups often get their ideas 
through by use of different venues. Venues are different institutions, which actually have the power 
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to influence political decisions (i.e. Local government and courts), or at least shed light on the issue 
to such degree that it can no longer be kept off the political agenda. Another concept is Venue 
shopping: simply put, this is the search for venues that can, and are willing to take up an issue and 
help the interest group get their ideas on the Agenda (Cairney 2011). 
 
“Punctuation refers to a policy change associated with: (a) the use of a competing policy image to 
mobilise previously uninvolved actors; and (b) imbalances between competing political forces.” 
(Cairney 2011; 03). 
  
Cairney (2011) explains in the citation above, a newfound aspect or a new frame on the political 
issue can now collect more supporters, also people of influence and ability to make this issue appear 
on the political agenda. The occurrence of punctuation is not always equivalent of a single event, 
but can also be the start of a chain reaction creating more change to come, and equilibrium may not 
be reached for extensive periods of time (Cairney 2011). 
  
All changes need driving factors; such as the public. If the public are simple bystander’s major 
change occurs slowly. If the public is engaged and active in debates regarding the framing of an 
issue, changes can take place (True et. al. 1999). 
 
The 10 Factor of Vice Legalisation 
Meanwhile punctuated equilibrium theory offers explanation to policy changes in general, a 
theoretical framework that can contribute to understand why public votes should favour the 
legalisation of a vice, could further be implemented in order to answer our research question. 
Scholars have pointed to 10 factors that enhances the chance of a vice to be legalised, or in fact they 
also include an additional reason that arguably is a large determinant in whether the bill to legalise 
is passed or not (Lenton, 2004, Skolnick 1988, Weitzer 2012 cited in Leon & Weitzer 2014). The 
10 factors are: 
  
1. “Significant numbers of people engage in the vice, and they have conventional lifestyles; the vice is 
not concentrated in the lower class or in a fringe subculture; 
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2. There is evidence that legalization will produce less harm than criminalization; e.g., the vice does 
not create dependency or interfere with one's ability to fulfil obligations and does not endanger 
public health more generally; 
The authorities can control 3. Production and distribution of the vice; 
4. There is support for decriminalization from law enforcement, leading politicians, and/or business 
elites; 
5. Young people can be shielded from the vice; involvement of minors will remain prohibited; 
6. Adults who wish to avoid the vice can be shielded from it (e.g., restrictions on public use, advertising 
marijuana products) 
7. The vice can be confined to the private sphere; 
8. Decriminalization can produce revenue for the government; 
9. Business owners can be vetted to eliminate those with previous felony convictions or ties to 
organized crime; 
10.  The regulatory regime should be subject to regular review and modification is necessary; any 
oversight body should be independent of the purveyors of the vice;” (Lenton 2004, Skolnick 1988, 
Weitzer 2012 cited in Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
  
The last dominant factor in order for a vice to experience legalisation is: If the campaign lobbying 
for a vice to be legalised is enjoying a larger budget than prohibitionists, then chances of 
legalisation is greater.   
 
These conditions will be applied to the case of Colorado to see if they can shed light, along with 
other factors that we believe is relevant to understand why marijuana was legalised in Colorado 
anno 2012.   
 
Kleiman’s Thoughts on Prohibition  
Kleiman is the author of the book Cost of Abuse, Cost of Control (1989). In this work, he assessed 
nearly every aspects of the debate surrounding legal marijuana, ranging from total legalisation to 
complete prohibition. Providing no final answer, Kleiman aimed to map out both pros and cons of 
different aspect within the debate. His goal was to introduce logical thinking and a non-biased 
assessment into the debate, together with simply informing politicians and individuals of potential 
offsets stemming from various legislative actions. Kleiman (1989) sees the marijuana debate as a 
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struggle between two sides: The consumption of marijuana and the illegal market. Complete 
legalisation would completely eradicate any illegal market, but might lead to higher consumption 
levels; on the other hand, complete prohibition could lower consumption but create an even more 
dangerous illegal market than we see today (Kleiman 1989). It is clear the correct answer lie 
somewhere in this continuum. It is this non-biased assessment, which will help us construct a 
theoretical framework, which derives several concepts used by Kleiman. 
 
Since Kleiman conducted his research in the period before 1989, we aim to select the most 
applicable concepts. Hence, we will not utilise Kleiman’s complete theoretical framework, as we 
believe some arguments are out-dated, and maybe already solved. Kleiman clearly states that 
“tightened enforcement would be a double loser on the criminal market side” and “a lowering of 
enforcement levels is the most desirably policy available”(Kleiman 1989: xvii,viii). Kleiman is 
clear in what policy he deems the most desirable, however throughout the book his analysis is 
conducted without bias and he is not afraid to point out the negatives of “lowering enforcement 
levels” (Kleiman 1989: xviii). 
 
Kleiman’s Model on Drug Enforcement 
In an attempt to map out the illegal marijuana market, Kleiman discusses the strengths and 
weaknesses of four enforcement strategies and their possible effects on various illegal markets. The 
“Risk and Prices approach” is a simple model, which cannot fully provide an explanation of 
complexity of the marijuana market, however the other three models are not able to complete this 
task either (Kleiman 1989). This model is simple however effective, as it is possible to boil down, 
almost any question regarding marijuana legalisation, to the relationship between consumption and 
the illegal market. The model predicts that increased enforcement will lead to a rise in prices and 
fall in consumption. On the other hand, a decrease in enforcement will cause prices to fall and 
consumption to rise (Kleiman 1989). Of course, the world may not be so; however, this model 
provides a framework for analysis. Kleiman recognises this, and is able to discusses and 
acknowledge diversities. The Risk and Prices approach builds on the prerequisite that the 
willingness to purchase, sell and distribute marijuana are always present. Quantity of marijuana 
smoked will depend on costs of supply and willingness of consumer to pay (Kleiman 1989). 
Anything that raises the price of marijuana will lead to a decrease in amounts consumed. The price 
of marijuana depends on a number of things, most importantly enforcement by state, and federal 
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levels institutions.  
Kleiman’s theory furthermore assumes that a doubling in enforcement efforts will not double 
enforcement outputs (Kleiman 1989). Kleiman gives the example of a situation where “twice as 
many fishermen on the same lake will catch twice as many fish” (Kleiman 1989; 92). This is very 
unlikely to happen. Thus, it is noticeable that increased enforcement might not be worth the 
spending, however a drop in consumption levels could still occur.  
 
This drop in demand might be more complex than just that An increase in enforcement leads to a 
decrease in consumption. Kleiman introduces the concept; Price-elasticity. It assumes marijuana to 
have a very high price-elasticity, implying that demand is likely to follow the price as it goes up and 
down (Kleiman 1989). In other words, consumers are willing to pay high prices for marijuana. This 
means that a doubling of enforcement might not affect marijuana consumption to the extent 
intended. 
A number of other things can, however influence the demand side. From a government’s 
standpoint, three strategies are available. They can run up prices through increased enforcement, try 
to create shortages, or limit the mix of products available to consumers. As discussed earlier, 
Kleiman are sceptic whether increased prices will influence marijuana consumption (Kleiman 
1989). Shortages are also unlikely to create major problems for consumers. Consumers usually buy 
enough for a month at the time, and they often share their marijuana with friends (Kleiman 1989). 
The sharing of marijuana work as an insurance policy for consumers, however an overall shortage 
would bring their consumptions levels down (Kleiman 1989). Shortages could also create other 
problems for governments, i.e. moonshining. Furthermore shortages are unlikely to occur because 
marijuana production is possible almost anywhere and that the plant itself is a weed-plant. To 
conclude, any increased enforcement would lead to a decrease in consumption. However, Kleiman 
argues that the “decrease expected would be sufficiently lower…” and that “enforcement activity is 
a poor use of public funds”(Kleiman 1989; 103). 
 
Operationalisation 
As shown above we have chosen to work with a theory examining how public policy changes 
(Punctuated Equilibrium Theory), then in order to demonstrate how The Marijuana Policy Project’s 
(MPP) efforts can be deemed successful, we will apply 10 factors of vice legalisation. Furthermore, 
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concepts derived from Kleiman will aid the understanding of what difficulties prohibition brings 
along.  
 
Punctuated equilibrium theory tries inherently to explain why a political issue after long periods of 
status quo, all of a sudden gets renewed attention and appears on the political agenda. It can be 
argued that the case of marijuana legalisation is an issue that has not received much attention and 
therefore remains prohibited, until around Kleiman started his work on illicit drug prohibition and 
provided unbiased arguments on how drug prohibition is influencing society, no one have really set 
forth to contest the notion; ‘marijuana belongs in schedule 1’. Leon & Weitzer (2014) argued that in 
order to end prohibition, public initiative and effort is needed, top- down legalisation of marijuana 
is not going to happen. With this in mind, we can then begin to assess how MPP’s efforts in turn 
generated a new policy community in Colorado supporting Amendment 64 (the legalisation of 
marijuana for recreational purposes). This newfound policy community gathered enough power and 
supporters to contest the status quo or the policy monopoly dominated by prohibitionists whom, 
also can be viewed as a policy community. Prohibitionists have for long been able to keep attention 
from the issue of marijuana, but through time social norms has developed and more and more are 
questioning the current legislation. The scare framing that used to work, are no longer sufficient in 
convincing people, that marijuana should still be prohibited since more people have access to actual 
evidence on the matter and personal experiences with the vice. We presume that it would be most 
relevant to understand the framing, and the shift in social norms allowing this framing to be 
accepted by the public.         
 
The reason why we have chosen to further apply the 10 factors of vice legalisation is because four 
states proposed recreational marijuana legalisation between 2010 and 2012. From those four, two 
were successful (amongst them Colorado) and two unsuccessful. So while we are investigating a 
social norms shift, mainly on a national basis, It is evident that this cannot be viewed as the sole 
reason for marijuana legalisation, since it would have been legalised in all four states. Extra 
emphasis should then be put on the 10 factors when applying these conditions to the case of 
Colorado, and from further evaluating the case it becomes apparent that the framing in Colorado 
was of the utmost importance in passing Amendment 64.    
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Kleiman (1989) provides valuable concepts, which can be used in order to understand how 
prohibition influences society. Later, we will examine how society has reacted on Kleiman’s 
findings. Kleiman will also provide a large parts of the new evidence which punctuated equilibrium 
theory argues is necessary in order for social norms to change. In this sense Kleiman will both 
contribute to our theory and our data. Kleiman’s concepts are also aiding in understanding ‘flaws’ 
of prohibition and these are often used as pro marijuana arguments. Hence, needed to be taken into 
consideration when evaluating the case.  
 
It is difficult to explain what factors caused the legalisation of marijuana in Colorado, but through 
the above mentioned theory, factors and concepts it should be possible to estimate how different 
factors influenced marijuana legalisation.   
 
Chapter 3: Social Norms and Framing 	  
While the legal status of marijuana has been subject to little change on a world scale, the social 
norms has undergone a massive paradigmatic shift, and marijuana has moved from being 
predominantly found in lower socioeconomic layers, to becoming increasingly acceptable across 
the board (Warf 2014). 
Partaking in marijuana consumption has become norm. 
 
In this chapter we set out to explain and map these shifts in social norms spanning several decades 
and a multitude of different campaigns in order to find precedence that set Colorado apart from the 
rest. Our findings revealed that while there are clear and tangible shifts present, they are not specific 
for Colorado. What sets Colorado apart was the combination of the shift in social norms, creating 
an opportune timing for the running of a campaign that framed marijuana differently than 
previously. 
 
Social Norms 
In 2010, upwards of 250 million people worldwide used illegal substances on annual basis and of 
these illegal substances marijuana was, and is, by far the most commonly used drug, accounting for 
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up to 190 million of the 250 million total (Wood et. al. 2010). These numbers outline and support 
the theory that marijuana has indeed moved from non-acceptable to acceptable over time, with an 
especially large gap being closed in the past decade, as we have seen decriminalisation and even 
full legalisation of recreational marijuana use in certain countries and states (Colorado being our 
prime example and subject of focus). 
 
Curiously, in the U.S., there seems to be a discrepancy between the evident rise in the drug 
enforcement and control budget (from 2 billion dollars in the 1980s, to nearly 18 billion dollars in 
2002 ) which would presumably have an impact on the use of marijuana yet, marijuana has risen in 
popularity and use, and even though the budget to battle it has risen, it has never been more 
acceptable to consume marijuana (Wood et. al. 2010, Room 2010). Not only has the budget 
increased, but the annual amount of marijuana related arrests, marijuana seizures and even the  
potency of marijuana seen in the U.S. have all risen as well (Wood et. al. 2010, Room 2010). This 
enforcement increase comes from the nature of the drug, just like alcohol, extensive use can limit 
and have a negative impact on consumers. However, with increase in social acceptance we assume 
that the logical step for most people is to try to enforce it more intensely, while in truth the annual 
prevalence of marijuana use hasn't actually grown as exponentially or in the same way as the social 
trends would have it appear. From 1990 to 2008 there was as little as a 3 percent increase in use 
amongst the 19-28 year old segment in the U.S. This means that while the enforcement budget has 
risen from 2 billion dollars, to over 18 billions dollars, there has still only only been a slight rise in 
consumption, meaning that the enforcement has had little effect (Wood et al. 2010, Room 2010). 
This again further underlines the normalisation happening in regards to marijuana, with this we 
mean the move of marijuana from more marginal subcultures to a mainstream thing (Sandberg 
2012).  
 
In the 20th century, marijuana (in the potent drug form, hemp had been present in the U.S for a 
substantial period of time) saw its way into the U.S. by crossing the border from Mexico with 
immigrants fleeing under the Mexican Revolution (Warf 2014). According to Warf: “Many early 
prejudices against marijuana were thinly veiled racist fears of its smokers, often promulgated by 
reactionary newspapers such as those owned by the Hearst chain. Mexicans were frequently 
blamed for smoking marijuana, property crimes, seducing children, and engaging in murderous 
sprees”(Warf 2014). 
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This is a central point because, this saw the beginning of some of the legislative measures enacted 
on marijuana, and according to Warf, these might have been built upon what initially started out as 
racially motivated, in turn banning a plant that up until then had had no problems or had ever been 
illegal in its thousands of years of history. It started with the immigrants, and moved with them 
through the country towards the coast, becoming a staple in the New Orleans musician circuits. This 
coincided with the beginning of the prohibition, but where as the prohibition of alcohol limited 
production and distribution, legislation against marijuana has consistently targeted all aspects, from 
production, to possession and consumption, never differing between hemp and marijuana 
(individual plants) (Warf 2014). 
At the time, campaigns were run to show exactly how dangerous marijuana could be, depicting 
users as knife wielding psychopaths running amok in the streets (referring to the movie “Reefer 
Madness” - (Warf 2014)). 
 
The next major wave occurred in the 1960s and forth. The drug went from being used mainly in low 
income minorities to suddenly being used by youth groups as a tool of rebellion, a way to raise a 
metaphorical “middle finger” to, and reject, middle class alienation for a variety of people, 
including large amounts of college educated white youths (Warf 2014,, Abelson et.. al. 1977). This 
meant that the debate on marijuana laws at the time, could in a way be seen as the young adults and 
youths struggling against the bonds of a governmental authority that was already attacking their 
values on several fronts (sex, work, goals, etc.). In this period social norms began to change vastly 
(Warf 2014). In 1970, the Nixon led administration created the National Commission on Marijuana 
and Drug Abuse (NCMDA) as a part of the Controlled Substances Act, in an attempt to learn more 
about marijuana and to further the way in which the abuse was handled. As this act was being 
written, the then assistant secretary of health Roger O. Egeberg proposed that marijuana temporarily 
be placed in the most restrictive category of drugs, schedule 1 (Warf 2014). 
This meant that the drug was portrayed as something comparable to heroin, and this to a society that 
was still in part embracing marijuana and using it, as the aforementioned symbolic middle finger to 
an “adult authoritative government” (Warf 2014). While this categorisation of marijuana meant that 
it was officially viewed as a terrible and harmful drug, the public opinion was still slowly shifting 
towards a more open and embracing standpoint on marijuana as a drug, slowly shifting away from 
the stereotypes that had previously seen marijuana associated with illegal immigrants and 
aggressive murderous types (Warf 2014). 
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In 1972, the commission delivered their findings to Nixon in the form of a report titled “Marihuana, 
A Signal of Misunderstanding”. In the report the NCMDA argues several key points that could be 
considered valid even today: 
 
“No evidence of physical dependence or signs of withdrawal were noted. In the heaviest smokers, -
moderate psychological dependence was suggested by an increased negative mood after cessation 
of smoking.” 
 
“Recent studies suggest that the occurrence of any form of psychosis in heavy cannabis users is no 
higher than in the general population. (...) These findings are somewhat surprising in the view of 
the widespread belief that cannabis attracts the mentally unstable, vulnerable individual.” 
(NCMDA - Signal of Misunderstanding  1972) 
 
These points are still valid in modern society as well, as it is some of the key points argued over by 
both proponents and opponents of the marijuana case. The surprise, especially in the second 
paragraph, keenly illuminates the inherent biasing that earlier campaigns have created. That it is 
“surprising in the view of the widespread belief…” (NCMDA 1972), is a belief that stems from 
campaigns such as “Reefer Madness”, about a drug that until the 1900s had been a common herbal 
medicine. 
The report concluded that the current policies were ineffective, a total prohibition would simply not 
work considering the current social tendencies present in the 1970 U.S., and instead it suggested 
that the government implement a legalisation of personal possession and personal use (NCMDA 
1972). Distribution for profit cultivation, sale, and possession with intent to sell would still remain 
felonies, but possession for personal use would no longer be an offense. Other suggestions counted 
possession in public as an offense that would give a civil fine, but affect the individual's future 
career options and such. Marijuana would not be a scapegoat, as intoxication would not exempt the 
individual from any actions taken under the influence, the same for driving under the influence, and 
individuals would be absolutely liable in civil court (NCMDA 1972). 
The report may have been ahead of its time, as Nixon dismissed it and took none of the actions 
proposed by the very commission he had hired. The public was arguably not ready to accept 
changes as large as this at that point in time, the ‘Reefer Madness’ stereotype was still ingrained in 
people. 
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Arguably, not enough factors from the “10 factors of vice legalisation” (Leon & Weitzer 2014) 
were filled. One of the largest factors in vice-legalisation is the push from the public, such a change 
would instead happen from the bottom and up (Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
In modern society, we’re seeing popular culture take up marijuana in popular Hollywood movies 
(e.g. Pineapple Express and How High), TV shows (e.g. Weeds and Workaholics), music (e.g. Wiz 
Khalifa, Snoop Dogg and Kid Cudi) and almost all media outlets possible. This means that modern 
filmography is directly opposed to such films as the previously mentioned ´Reefer Madness’. 
Where the latter attempted to show marijuana users as lost causes, modern films instead present 
marijuana smokers as everyday people (Deflem 2010). 
 
Marijuana Framing: Past and Present             
Shortly after eradication of alcohol prohibition the head of Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN) 
Harry Anslinger started a war on marijuana. In this war he depicted individuals who used marijuana 
like crazed killers. Anslinger tried inherently to create a common perception of him as being a 
watcher of the American people. With this perception he could through books and other means of 
‘lobbying’ convince politicians and the public that marijuana should be considered a threat to the 
contemporary society. The problem with these books was that he used scientific and sociological 
arguments with no proof. Lee states that: “For the FBN chief, “truth” was a function of power 
rather than factual accuracy. Truth was not something that one searched for or discovered; it was 
created and imposed by a governing elite.” (Lee 2012; 173).   
 
‘God, family and country’ has often been viewed as core values in America. In ‘protestant 
Christianity’ it is stated that ‘man should never escape reality through personality alternating 
substances’ i.e. marijuana and alcohol (Lee 2012). Furthermore, Anslinger among others tried to 
convince that marijuana endangered family and country, appealing to the core beliefs supported by 
the prominent part of the population i.e. white middle class Christians. Prohibition was the initiative 
to protect society from these dangers (Lee 2012). 
 
Anslinger argued 1935 to be the origins of the ‘marijuana epidemic’, stating that marijuana started 
to spread rapidly among youths, and becoming the worst narcotic threat western society had 
experienced in years. Anslinger was still unable to provide adequate proof of this statement, though 
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still managing to convince society that they should fear marijuana and advocating that it should be 
prohibited (Lee 2012). In the educational film titled ‘Reefer Madness’ (1937) it shows a young man 
whom, after inhaling a small doses of marijuana, goes crazy and loses all his financial assets (Warf 
2014). The poster for ‘Reefer Madness’ is made so that people associate marijuana with pills (and 
other narcotics), promiscuity, mental illness, youth use and addiction (Warf 2014).  
All these propagandistic efforts to implement the idea among the public, lead to the criminalisation 
of marijuana in 1937 through the marijuana tax act.  
 
So in the end, Harry Anslinger and other groups collectively created the perception of marijuana to 
be a dangerous drug that should never be socially acceptable and available for recreational use. 
Through this framing marijuana got criminalised, even though there were no evidence proving and 
barely no evidence disproving this framing.  
 
In the early stages of prohibition, marijuana was not subject of support in the public or political 
sphere. So the framing was mainly one sided, since it was solely argued by anti marijuana group 
advocates. There was not much research in the field of marijuana, which contributed to the fact that 
Anslinger could create his framing without any opposing arguments, as a matter a fact he did 
whatever he could to prevent opponents from speaking the actual ‘truth’ (Lee 2012).    
Anslinger succeeded in depicting marijuana as a threat to the contemporary society both in 
Colorado, but furthermore on a national level. The economic arguments for and against marijuana 
were not really part of the debate, since nobody contested the notion of marijuana prohibition.  
 
Kleiman’s Contributions to a Positive Framing  
Around the 1980s, scholars began focusing on the possible upsides to legal marijuana and how a 
legalisation could increase tax revenue and help lower crime rates in the U.S. Mark Kleiman 
provides an unbiased discussion of the economic, as well as medical arguments, which pro-legal 
marijuana activists and their opponents later have utilised to argue for either side. As opposed to the 
argument in the 1930s, Kleiman is able to identify positives and argue for them, even though these 
pro-arguments were not widely recognised by the public or politicians, they still helped move the 
debate forward by dismissing formerly believed myth about what legal marijuana could imply. 
Kleiman recognises that complete legalisation would eradicate any illegal market, but might lead to 
higher consumption levels; on the other hand, complete prohibition could lower consumption but 
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create an even more dangerous illegal market than we see today (Kleiman 1989). As our theory 
depicts, any change in social norms happen over long periods, and with small although important 
steps along the way. Kleiman’s work serves a key step in the process towards legal marijuana, as he 
is able to dismiss formerly believed theories about legal marijuana, and introduce arguments in 
favour of decriminalisation and complete legalisation. The most obvious. Legal marijuana can raise 
tax revenue and kill illegal markets (Kleiman 1989). Even though this struggle between the illegal 
market and increased consumption seem obvious, it was simply not a part of the discussion at the 
time. 
 
Enforcement 
Kleiman argues that any increased enforcement on illegal markets will simply not be worth the 
money spent by the state, and if a state government wishes to eradicate an illegal market, the best 
solution is to legalise the product (Kleiman 1989). It would simply be a ‘double loser’ for the state, 
as they would not get their money’s worth if they spend it on enforced control of the illegal market 
(Kleiman 1989). Even though increased enforcement might cause a rise in marijuana prices, 
consumers are still willing to pay the price because marijuana has a high price-elasticity (Kleiman 
1989). Marijuana has a high price-elasticity because it is usually shared, and consumers purchase 
huge quantities at the time (Kleiman 1989). Consumer demand is therefore unlikely to respond to a 
decrease in supply and increase in prices. Caulkins et. al. (2012) argue that people who consume 
marijuana are willing to pay higher prices in order to obtain their drug, hence shortages could affect 
the quantity smoked, but not the number of smokers (Caulkins et. al. 2012, Kleiman 
1989).  Furthermore, because marijuana is a weed plant, it can be grown easily and almost 
anywhere therefore, it is extremely difficult to create a shortage in supply by increased enforcement 
(Kleiman 1989). Because of marijuana’s high price-elasticity, the nature of how marijuana is 
smoked and grown and that any illegal market simply cannot be fully controlled. Kleiman is able to 
dismiss the argument that any government can control the supply of marijuana, and thereby 
contributes new evidence. This new evidence can thus, over time help create a new framing of 
marijuana. 
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Moonshining 
Another argument that favours legalisation of marijuana revolves around the concept, moonshining, 
which is a result of prohibition or increased enforcement. As the U.S. experienced with the alcohol 
prohibition in the 1930s, people simply produced their own, however this alcohol was unregulated 
and sometimes dangerous to consume. Regarding marijuana, moonshining can happen when 
marijuana supply is low and the prices are high, often the effects of increased enforcement. Even 
though Kleiman argues that, any government would not be able to shut down an illegal market, he 
does believe that they can create temporary shortages in smaller regions (Kleiman 1989). Marijuana 
is perfect for moonshining as it grows easily and is easy to handle. The risk of producing dangerous 
marijuana is, as opposed to alcohol, very small. Kleiman argues that governments should aim to 
avoid moonshining as it takes marijuana completely out of the hands of the government. 
Furthermore, he argues that the major taxation possibilities would be lost if marijuana experiences 
widespread moonshining (Kleiman 1989). So how does the concept of moonshining favour 
legalisation? Moonshining is a concept that stems from a clearly negative experience with alcohol 
prohibition, in this sense moonshining highlights possible dangers with prohibition or high levels of 
enforcement. Kleiman concludes that if marijuana were to be legalised taxation would not only be 
possible, but moonshining would be more or less eradicated (Kleiman 1989). 
 
Consumers 
Marijuana consumers were through time often depicted as crazy individuals who could not control 
themselves, all because of their use of marijuana. Kleiman introduces another picture of the 
marijuana consumer, one that actually argues alcohol to create far greater implications for the 
individual user (Kleiman 1989). He argues that even heavy users are unlikely to receive ‘warning 
signs’ from their bodies, and that it has “no immediately unpleasant aftereffects” (Kleiman 1989). 
As opposed to alcohol where hangovers and sickness are very common, marijuana creates no such 
problems and is clearly easier to recover from than alcohol. Kleiman argues that people’s irrational 
fear of marijuana, was not only because people did not understand marijuana, but also because they 
felt their values were under attack (Kleiman 1989). Smoking marijuana was a part of a culture of 
‘youthful rebellion’ where rock music, increased sexual activity and interests in unconventional 
religions threatened wholesome American values (Kleiman 1989). Marijuana was framed as the 
reason for this rebellion. Even though Kleiman creates new evidence, the framing at the time 
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remains unchanged. As we have argued earlier, a change in framing takes time and arguments in 
favour of legalisation need time to accumulate. 
 
Marijuana’s Medical Benefits 
As it has become evident previously in this chapter, marijuana was framed as being extremely 
unhealthy containing no possible upside. This resulted in marijuana becoming a schedule 1 drug. 
Schedule 1 drugs, are drugs with no medical benefits at all. Kleiman puts attention on some of the 
medical benefits, for example that it can be used to counteract nausea accompanied with 
chemotherapy, and control spasticity of sclerosis patients (Kleiman 1989). However, the fact the 
government insist that marijuana is to be treated as schedule 1 drug complicates the medical use of 
marijuana. The legalisation of medical marijuana in some states raised the awareness of marijuana’s 
medical benefit, and furthered marijuana’s positive framing. Kleiman further argues that a possible 
rescheduling of marijuana into a schedule 2 or 3 drug is complicated, and what complicates the 
process is the bureaucratic nature of the American political system (Kleiman 1989). However, the 
important thing is that marijuana’s positive effects are highlighted and that more people realise its 
benefits. Legalisation of medical marijuana is a factor that helps shape the overall framing of 
marijuana.  
 
The Dismissal of The Gateway Theory 
A widely used argument against the non-prohibited use of marijuana for recreational purposes is the 
gateway theory. In all its simplicity, the gateway theory suggests that users who previously 
experimented with marijuana, are more likely to experiment with other more harmful drugs. 
 
Numerous surveys make the connection between the use of alcohol and tobacco to the use of 
marijuana (Iversen 2002). Most who uses or have tried cocaine, have prior to this event used 
marijuana. Iversen (2002) argues that this parallel is not adequate in its argumentations. Caulkins 
argue that interaction with peers consuming other drugs could support the gateway theory, however 
this correlation might not reflect causality (Caulkins et. al. 2014). Iversen (2002) acknowledges the 
fact that marijuana use more often than not, is used before cocaine or other similar drugs, but at the 
same states that this is not enough proof to confirm the Gateway Theory.  
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Zimmer & Morgan (1997) stresses that the Gateway Theory is merely a description of the real truth, 
agreeing that marijuana use take place before indulging in use of more harmful drugs. They then 
argue, that this is like saying people who ride motorcycles, prior to this have used a regular bicycle, 
this is in most cases true, but does still not allow the parallel to be drawn between marijuana and 
other illicit drugs (Zimmer & Morgan 1997).  
Even though, the gateway theory cannot be concluded by the use of surveys, it might be that 
neurological reasoning can justify the theory. The underlying neurological facets are that THC (The 
active intoxicant in marijuana) releases dopamine in the brain. This is the same with alcohol, 
nicotine, cocaine and heroin. It is then arguably true that alcohol and cigarettes should equally be 
viewed as a gateway to drugs and here including marijuana. So from a neurological point of view, if 
marijuana were to be legal in the same manner as alcohol it would arguably be no different from 
other legally accepted intoxicants (Iversen 2002). Animal tests suggested that animals provided 
with THC would not seek other intoxicants as replacement if THC was withheld, even if other 
drugs were offered as substitute (Iversen 2002). 
The anti marijuana argument of the Gateway Theory is more or less through time been dismissed. 
Evidence suggests that parallels between the use of marijuana and use of other drugs cannot be 
viewed as definite being linked together. The overall issue with the Gateway Theory is not its 
credibility; hence, it is definitely true to some extent, the problem lie at the extent to which it is 
referred to as the truth (Caulkins et. al. 2012).       
 
The Opportunity for a New Framing 
Pro marijuana arguments have in recent years received more attention, and made a new framing 
possible. The new framing occurred due to several factors but as one might suggests additional 
emphasis must be put on the sheer fact: general knowledge of the intoxicant has increased among 
the public. Advances in technology and communication paved the way for the general knowledge 
increase. In the early stages of prohibition, a main facet was the lack of knowledge and personal 
experience of the drug, the public now know of the issue and started to question prohibition. It was 
no longer cantered around minority groups, and is now more often being consumed by the general 
population demonstrating a more liberal attitude towards marijuana. The newfound support and 
framing should be viewed as a reaction or according to Duke (2010) as the natural outcome of 
public awareness increasing.       
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The New Framing  
The new framing is mainly a result of; dismissing arguments from earlier framings that have been 
present for so long that they are perceived as facts. This old picture painted by mainly Anslinger 
lost validity when marijuana research started developing (Lee 2012). As previously mentioned a 
main argument is that the Gateway Theory is no longer valid, and more recent the fear that use 
among youths would rise has been deemed as irrational. It shows in appendix B, part 4 that even 
though marijuana has experienced decriminalisation, youth use has not increased. Such discoveries 
and the implementation of medical marijuana made the public question the on-going prohibition. 
The appendix also shows use among the general public has risen (Appendix B, Part 4).   
 
In the end, the framing that was capable of convincing voters to gather as a policy community, and 
support Amendment 64 was ‘fortunate’ as this was possibly the time to legalise marijuana in the 
U.S.. More than 50 percent of Americans now favour marijuana legalisation as an alternative to 
prohibition (Appendix B, Part 5). Kleiman paved the way with his framing of the subject, and 
already in 1989 providing ways of rethinking prohibition. Laying the fundament of evolution in 
social norms, towards a population more informed and able to make a rational decision. Instead of 
being influenced by tradition and old social norms partially created due to the framing by Anslinger 
supported by prohibitionist, created a policy community all in favour of establishing and 
maintaining a policy monopoly. The prohibitionist’s policy monopoly is no longer able to convince 
the population that marijuana  is bad for society. Awareness of the drug and personal experiences 
with the drug devalues the old framing of marijuana, since the old framing had no scientific 
evidence, and as Duke argues:  
 
“Marijuana prohibition cannot come close to withstanding a cost-benefit analysis.” (Duke 2010). 
 
This shows that pro marijuana communities have plenty of arguments with evidence supporting 
marijuana legalisation. Of course prohibitionists have through the years collected scientific 
evidence for some of their arguments. One thing is certain, prohibitionists are no longer able to 
preserve their monopoly on the framing of marijuana, the notions concerning marijuana is being 
contested by an informed public.   
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How Kleiman’s Findings Altered Social Norms 
It has become evident that most of what Kleiman argued, has affected how people perceive 
marijuana today. Upsides of legal marijuana are now common knowledge, and when asked whether 
marijuana should be legal, the answer is often 50 percent yes, 50 percent no (Appendix B, Part 1). 
The result fluctuates a bit in various demographic groups, for example conservative republicans, 
where 69 percent believe it should remain illegal.  Opposite of that are the liberal democrats, where 
73 percent are pro legalisation (Appendix B, Part 1). Even though these percentages are high, they 
even out to exactly 52 percent yes, and 45 percent no. The fact that over 50 percent now are in 
favour of legal marijuana, paint a picture of individuals being aware of the possible benefits of legal 
marijuana that Kleiman argued for. 
Kleiman’s main argument against enforcement revolves around it not being worthwhile. He argues 
that the money spent on enforcement could be spend more efficiently elsewhere (Kleiman 1989, 
Barnett 1994, Caulkins et. al. 2012, Duke 2010 ). Any government actions towards controlling both 
suppliers and consumers of marijuana would not be worthwhile because of marijuana’s high price-
elasticity, the nature of which marijuana is consumed and that illegal markets are extremely difficult 
to control (Kleiman 1989). These findings have now become apparent to the general population, 
who seem to, not only factor in the upsides of legal marijuana, but also fathom the huge costs of 
enforcement. 
 
Kleiman exemplifies this by saying that “doubling the enforcement effort will double enforcement 
outputs: arrests, convictions, prison years, drug and asset seizures…seems wildly optimistic” 
(Kleiman 1989; 92).  This doubling would in turn only generate a 13 percent increase in 
enforcement outputs, and this plan of action is therefore deemed ill advised (Kleiman 1989). 
Kleiman thus argues for the opposite, a decrease in enforcement, with the possibility of gaining tax 
revenue, and cutting down on enforcement costs. A majority of the American population now 
arguably recognises Kleiman’s findings as 72 percent agreed on the statement: “Do you agree or 
disagree that government efforts to enforcement marijuana laws costs more than they are worth?” 
(Appendix B, Part 3). Through this survey it is evident that demographics do not affect the answer 
to a high extent (Appendix B, Part 3). As always, conservatives, people with short or no education 
and religious groups are more sceptical towards the question however, none of these groups exceed 
30 percent disagree (Appendix B, Part 3). It could mean that Kleiman’s findings are common 
knowledge to all demographic groups, and only ideologies affect the answer. Thus, it shows how 
	   	   29	  
academic literature written in the early 1980s have taken approximately. 30 years to become 
common knowledge, and be accepted by the general population. This supports what the Punctuated 
Equilibrium Theory says about how social norms change, and that the findings of new evidence 
help the evolutionary process of changing social norms. 
 
Kleimann explained how it has been proved that marijuana does, as opposed to what the schedule 1 
labeling suggests, have some medical benefits. The legalisation of marijuana for medical purposes 
has happened through the U.S. since the residents of California voted in favour of passing the bill in 
1996, making marijuana available to those with a doctor's note. Since then, Marijuana has been 
legalised by 23 states (Leon & Weitzer 2014). These actions, contest the notion made by the federal 
government that marijuana has no medical use, it furthermore shows that in states where medical 
marijuana were legalised by public voting people already showed initiative to contest the notion of 
marijuana put forth by the federal government.   
 
As we have discussed earlier, the Gateway Theory has created much scrutiny because of the fact 
that it is frequently used as an argument against legal marijuana however, many scholars have 
argued against the theory, and it has now become publicly known that the Gateway Theory is 
unreliable and not a real argument in this debate. A representative group of people were asked: “Do 
you agree that, for most people marijuana leads to the use of harder drugs?”(Appendix B, Part 2). 
58 percent disagreed, 38 percent agreed. What is noticeable in this survey is that, in almost every 
demographic category the majority disagreed except for: 65+ years of age, weekly churchgoers and 
white evangelical protestants. These people are more likely to have accepted the Gateway Theory 
when it was first developed, thus it is possible they still believe it. Marijuana consumption is also 
very frowned upon in the protestant religion, hence these people would be more likely to believe the 
Gateway Theory as they often oppose marijuana legalisation. However, the interesting part is still 
the fact that every other demographic category has a majority of people who disagrees with the 
statement. This arguably means that the gateway theory is now not considered true anymore, again 
pointing back to our theory, which says that a change in social norms happen over longer periods.  
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Chapter Conclusion  
When Anslinger first presented marijuana to the American population, it was framed as being ‘the 
devil's lettuce’. The perception of marijuana has come a long way since, and the consumption of 
marijuana has become, not only, more socially acceptable, but the vast change in social norms has 
seen it become a social trend. Scholars such as Caulkins and Kleiman have created new evidence 
and thereby contributed to the evolution of marijuana's framing. Kleiman contributed by 
introducing a non-biased discussion of the issue, where pro legal marijuana arguments were 
common elements. By doing this he raised attention to the economic upsides of legal marijuana and 
decreased enforcement. Furthermore, he contributed to the dismissal of the Gateway Theory, which 
is now seen as more or less false, or at least unable provide real answers. Kleiman’s discoveries, 
however obvious they may seem, brought out a new framing of marijuana together with a new, less 
lopsided, way to look at marijuana. Kleiman discussed marijuana without biases, thus he managed 
to develop arguments in favour of legalisation. These arguments are now utilised by pro-marijuana 
activists like the MPP together with politicians in favour of legalisation. Even though it took 40 
years, the legalisation has happened in Colorado with the passing of Amendment 64 on a 55.32 
percent vs. 44.68 percent vote, November 2012. Kleiman’s contribution created an antagonistic side 
to the existing framing. However, the long time it took Kleiman’s arguments to see political 
influence is a testament to how social norms change. Our theory argues that changes in norm 
accumulate over long periods, and that newfound evidence helps this evolutionary process. Hence 
Kleiman’s findings is a driving factor contributing to a change in marijuana’s framing, social norm 
and in the end legislation. The prohibitionists as a policy community have for long been able to 
maintain their policy monopoly on marijuana legalisation thus keeping the case out of public 
attention and of political agenda. Kleiman’s findings enabled, along with the MPP, a path for 
legalising marijuana by changing the framing through valid arguments.     
 
Chapter 4: The Pro Marijuana Campaign 	  
In this chapter we seek to outline and explore Amendment 64, highlighting the key parts. 
A comparison will be done between the proponents (The MPP, “Regulate marijuana like alcohol”) 
and the opponents (Smart Colorado), and their respective campaigns in order to better assess what 
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determined the outcome of the voting process - this will be done by examining funding’s, key 
persons and arguments. 
We will examine the Alcohol Model and how it deals with the regulation of alcohol. We then aim to 
explore to what extent marijuana regulation could be done in a similar manner. Finally, we will 
look at how the two major campaigns ended up merging and how they presented their evidence to 
the public, evidence that showed regulating marijuana like alcohol would not affect teen usage. The 
MPP’s major goal was to frame marijuana as alcohol in order to gain public acceptance of 
marijuana. Their framing, combined with the campaign's use of Kleiman’s anti-prohibition 
arguments, formed the base of their success. However the largest cause of their success was their 
ability to compare marijuana to something more acceptable in the eyes of the public, namely 
alcohol. The fact that the MPP gained traction with the public, further underlines that when it comes 
to vice legalisation, change comes from the bottom, not the top. 
 
Amendment 64 
Amendment 64, which legalises the recreational use of marijuana in the state of Colorado, was 
approved in November 2012 by a public majority of 55,32  percent against 44,68  percent 
(Ballotpedia 2015). On the first page it states that the people of Colorado declares marijuana to be 
legal for individuals by the age of 21 and older, as well as taxed in the same manner as alcohol 
(Appendix a, Amendment 64). Furthermore, under the same section it states that “MARIJUANA 
SHOULD BE REGULATED IN A MANNER SIMILAR TO ALCOHOL” (Appendix a, Amendment 
64). The amendment then identifies in what regards marijuana should be regulated similar to 
alcohol. First, individuals have to provide ID that shows they are 21 or older. Second, it is illegal to 
drive under influence of marijuana. Third, it has to be legitimate businessmen and not criminals 
who sell marijuana. Fourth and last, marijuana has to be labelled accordingly so consumers are 
informed properly of the product (Appendix a, Amendment 64). 
One of the keys point in the amendment is regarding advertisement. Regulation on Marijuana 
advertisement is to a high extent based on the model, which the alcohol industry has followed 
albeit, stricter. (Davis & Gilbert 2014). This means that marijuana sellers cannot advertise on TV, 
internet or radio unless they provide evidence that 30  percent or less of the receivers are younger 
than 21 years of age. All outdoor advertising is illegal, except in order to identify shops (Davis & 
Gilbert 2014). Other key points include, that non-residents as well as state resident are allowed to 
purchase and possess marijuana, this opens up possible drug-tourism, which can cause increased 
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revenue, but also give the state a bad reputation. The Department of revenue, which also regulates 
alcohol and tobacco, should also regulate marijuana; this ensures a homogenous policy on all three 
substances. These points are of increased importance, as they ensure that marijuana regulation is as 
close to alcohol regulation as possible. This makes the state seem reliable because the MPP 
campaign is visual in the actual legislation. 
Proponents and Opponents  
The proponents of Amendment 64, managed to raise a greater amount of funds than the opponents, 
in fact they outspent the opponents with a ratio of 4 to 1, having spent 3.5 million dollars against the 
opponents 707,000 dollars (Leon & Weitzer 2014). The biggest contributor to the pro campaign 
was the “Campaign to Regulate Marijuana like Alcohol” who raised 1.3 million dollars. MPP raised 
830.000 dollars for the campaign but they were a huge contributor when it came to drafting the 
amendment. Mason Tvert, lead spokesperson of the MPP, said in an interview, that the fact that 
both Tom Tancredo (former Republican congressman), and the Colorado Democratic party both 
supported the measure, had a big influence in its passing (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Unlike the 
campaigns that tried to legalise marijuana in other states, the medical marijuana sector was highly 
supportive of Amendment 64, and they turned out to become an important ally. The main reason for 
their  support was because the only place where recreational marijuana could be bought, was in 
already existing medical marijuana dispensaries. Other pro Amendment 64 supporters include the 
United Food and Commercial Workers Union, which is the biggest union in Colorado, as well as a 
coalition of more than 300 physicians (Leon & Weitzer 2014).  
 
Various organisations and individuals opposed Amendment 64, Smart Colorado was the leading 
organisation behind the opposition, and they collected 433.000 dollars to combat the amendment. 
The list of people and organisations includes the following: the newspaper Denver Post, John 
Hickenlooper the governor in Colorado, the mayor of Denver Michael Hancock, Denver Chamber 
of Commerce, Downtown Denver Partnership, Colorado Education Association, various law 
enforcement organisations, Jeff Dorschner (US. Attorney spokesperson) and many more. Many of 
the law enforcement groups refrained from taking an official stand on the matter because of various 
reasons, in the different departments (Leon & Weitzer 2014). The opposition of Amendment 64 in 
Colorado used many arguments, they claimed that if marijuana was legalised it would increase teen 
drug use, because it would be easier to obtain. Another argument of the opposition, is the threat 
from the federal government, because possession and use of marijuana is illegal on federal level, 
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which means that the state of Colorado could face problems if they legalised marijuana (Leon & 
Weitzer 2014). Furthermore, they posed a concern that if marijuana was legalised it could cause a 
lot of marijuana tourism in Colorado, which in turn could ruin the reputation of Colorado as a good 
state. Moreover, a good state to conduct your business, which means it could be hard to attract new 
businesses (Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
 
The Alcohol Model 
When Colorado legalised marijuana, it aimed to regulate it after the Alcohol Model. However, what 
does that mean for marijuana regulation (Caulkins et. al. 2012). The Alcohol Model consists of 
certain restrictions and regulations: 
•      “Private, for-profit enterprise may participate in production, distribution and sale.” 
•      “Commercial activities are subject to normal business regulations and additional, 
substance-specific regulations.” 
•      “Commercial producers and sellers need special licenses that can be revoked for 
violations of those regulations.” 
•      “There are restrictions on who may use, when and where they use, and what they may 
do under the influence” (Caulkins et. al. 2012; 151) 
If production, distribution and sale of marijuana were to be legal in the same manner as alcohol, 
many laws on state level as well as federal level would have to be changed. Colorado has unlike the 
federal government legalised marijuana, whereas the federal government still sees marijuana as an 
illegal schedule 1 drug (Gabay 2013). This has created problems for the private companies that 
want to produce, distribute and sell marijuana. For instance, banks are not allowed to hold any of 
the money the marijuana shop makes, which means that every transaction made in a shop has to be 
conducted with cash. This troubles owners, since they have to keep their profit in cash, which could 
put them in greater danger of being robbed (Altman 2014). Colorado may have some trouble 
navigating around the laws of the federal government, and is still not able to legally produce the 
amount of marijuana needed for sale (Kuntz 2014). Taken this into consideration, it is arguably 
plausible to regulate marijuana like alcohol when it comes to production, distribution and sale. 
However, implementation takes time, and Colorado cannot create a legal marijuana industry over 
night. 
Alcohol shops require licenses and can have their liquor license taken if they sell to minors or 
violate any of the state's regulations regarding alcohol sale. Amendment 64 states similar conditions 
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for marijuana shops, any sellers will have to prove no former ties to criminals, former experience 
with marijuana, together with following an extensive set of rules when running their shop 
(Appendix A, Amendment 64). These rules include heavy security, restrictions on advertising and 
labelling requirements, all of which is required by alcohol distributors.    
The alcohol regulations states that you have to be 21 years or older to buy alcohol, you can drink 
openly but not be intoxicated, you can drink at restaurants and in the same rooms as others and it is 
legal to drive as long as your blood alcohol level (BAC) is under .05 percent. Marijuana is similar 
on a lot of these points, no smoking under the age of 21, no smoking in public and no driving while 
under the influence (Appendix A, Amendment 64). Marijuana is to a large extent regulated in the 
same manner as alcohol, however because marijuana is usually smoked, it is also subject to 
smoking regulations. This means that you cannot smoke inside and affect others by second-hand 
smoking. Thus marijuana smokers are only allowed to smoke inside their own property. 
As is argued by Caulkins et. al. (2012), alcohol is an adequate measurement for marijuana 
legislation. It is evident that marijuana to a large extent is similar to alcohol when it comes to shops, 
advertising and consumption. Only the fact that marijuana is often smoked creates the need for 
further legislation, however here tobacco functions as the comparative measure. 
Campaigning 
The proponent’s campaign featured two major players, who ran the campaigns and raised funds. 
These two were ‘the Campaign to regulate marijuana like alcohol’, and the Marijuana Policy 
Project (MPP) (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Respectively raising 1.3 million dollars and 830,000 dollars 
(Leon & Weitzer 2014). The MPP is the biggest organisation in the U.S. whose sole purpose is to 
work on marijuana policies, as well as changing the discourse regarding marijuana in order to create 
a more positive framing towards marijuana, both in individual states and on a nationwide scale 
(MPP 2012, A). The organisation was arguably aware of Leon & Weitzer’s (2014) theory, which 
states that for a complete legalisation of marijuana to occur, the public's opinion concerning 
marijuana has to change, which then forces the politicians to do the same. This is why MPP is 
focusing on changing public’s perception of marijuana through their campaign (MPP 2012, A). 
MPP’s mission is to increase awareness about marijuana, together with the wish to strengthen the 
public's support for marijuana policies similar to alcohol. They furthermore have a goal of making 
marijuana education more realistic and honest, so people throughout the U.S. gain actual knowledge 
on the matter and not just the negative propaganda. They seek to help the abusers of marijuana 
instead of criminalising them. The way they campaigned was by presenting evidence, which 
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showed that if marijuana were regulated like alcohol it would actually lead to a decrease in teen 
usage. They did so by showing statistics from Colorado after they started to regulate medical 
marijuana in 2010, these statistics showed that teen use decreased (MPP 2012, A). They also 
provided evidence that youths access to marijuana would be limited if marijuana was legalised, 
mainly because unregulated sales would not take place. They also conducted several arguments 
explaining why prohibition is so harmful. Drawing on scholars such as Kleiman, they further 
argued that the prohibition exposes buyers to more dangerous drugs, and in turn makes them 
criminal (MPP, Kleiman 1989). 
 
In their campaign, they used several pictures showing how prohibition supported criminals every 
time a sale took place, but if it was legalised, the tax would support the school system instead 
(Regulate Marijuana 2012). A clear indication of MPP’s growing influence and success in changing 
the framing of marijuana appeared in 2012, when the ballot initiative, known as Amendment 64 was 
passed. MPP was one of the leading supporters of the amendment, as well as playing a large role in 
the draft, mainly because of their campaigning. Because Colorado actually has tried to regulate 
marijuana like alcohol, is it evident that MPP’s main argument actually was present in Amendment 
64. (MPP 2012, B). Another success for the MPP was the fact that Colorado State Governor, John 
Hickenlooper was against legalising marijuana to begin with. Hickenlooper was at that time afraid 
that it would send a wrong signal to youths in Colorado, and that it would lead to an increase in teen 
drug use. Surveys made by The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) 
actually shows that teen use has remained unchanged from 2011 to 2013 and use amongst high 
school students has decreased from 22 percent in 2011 to 20 percent in 2013. (Elliott 2014). 
Hickenlooper would later go on to say that the legalisation has been successful. Amendment 64 
shows an apparent victory in MPP’s ability to change the public opinion towards their view of 
marijuana. They wanted marijuana to be treated like alcohol and that is exactly what Amendment 
64 states (Appendix A, Amendment 64). 
 
Chapter Conclusion 
It is clear that the goal of the MPP was to depict marijuana as being just as or less harmful than 
alcohol. They did so by running a campaign where they focused on the comparative features of the 
two substances, hence, frame it as something the public can relate to. By doing so, they aimed to 
alter the public perception of marijuana by relating it to something publicly accepted, in this case 
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alcohol. The Alcohol Model functioned as their framework for how marijuana should be regulated, 
this has in turn helped the MPP draw further comparison between the two substances as it became 
evident how these are alike. Their aim succeeded and they won the vote as they ran a smart 
campaign successfully framing marijuana as something  analogous to alcohol. They arguably also 
realised what scholars such as, True, Leon & Weitzer, have argued, that change has to come from 
the bottom and not the top (True et. al. 1999, Leon & Weitzer 2014).  
Chapter 5: Political Picture and the MPP 
 
In this chapter we seek to explore what impact the possible economic outcome had on the 
legalisation process, while examining what other factors contributed to the passing of Amendment 
64. We use the ‘10 Factors of vice legalisation’ (see theory chapter) along with other contributing 
factors that we, as well as various scholars, find necessary in order to provide a possible explanation 
of the causalities underlying recreational marijuana legalisation. We seek to uncover how the efforts 
of Mason Tvert and the MPP advocated and presented marijuana with a ‘new framing’ and what 
role arguments such as ‘marijuana like alcohol’ and ‘current drug legislation needs to change 
(Prohibition does not work, as intended)’ played in the legalisation campaign.  
We found that the economic reasons did not play a vital role in the legalisation process, and from 
other cases of vice legalisation it becomes clear that tax revenue cannot be used as the winning 
argument, but should still be included in the campaign. From the 10 factors of vice legalisation we 
see that the marijuana legalisation campaign, aware of the 10 factors or not, had success in framing 
the issue in a way that appeals to the majority of the public. We examine the efforts of Tvert and the 
way he was able to utilise the comparison from the framing (like alcohol), with the fact that leading 
politicians in Colorado had strong ties to the alcohol industry made him able to ‘blackmail’ them to 
such extent that they could not dismiss his arguments.    
The Economic Aspect 
From 1969 to 1994, Colorado’s total earnings rose from 6.1 billion to 60.4 billion dollars (Abbot et. 
al. 2013) This might suggest a steady growth; however in the 1980s Colorado suffered from 
recession due to a savings and loan crisis, and an oil crash (Abbot et. al. 2013). Even though a 
legalisation of marijuana could have helped gain tax revenue, a bill was not proposed due to 
marijuana’s still socially unaccepted status. In 2006, pro legal-marijuana activists tried to pass 
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Amendment 44, which was supposed to take important strides towards legal marijuana, the bill was, 
however not passed. (Ballotpedia 2015). In 2006 Colorado enjoyed a huge economic boom, and its 
economy expanded rapidly, however a pro-marijuana bill was still passed. This could mean that 
possible economic benefits are not the main driving force in this struggle, and that the legalisation 
of marijuana is a question of a change in perception and not the state economy. Of course there can 
be economic benefits, but we aim to uncover what caused this legalisation, and even though 
economic benefits are present, there is no evidence that a marijuana legalisation is done solely 
because of possible tax revenue, and spared expenses for enforcing prohibition. 
It is fair to say that the state of Colorado has both experienced economic uprisings and recessions. 
Times of depression or uprising do not seem to influence whether or not people believe marijuana 
should be legal. During the depression in 1980, Kleiman put forth a series of enforcement 
suggestions, which suggested a that legalisation of marijuana could raise state revenue, and possibly 
end the depression. The present marijuana legalisation should not be seen as a way of getting out of 
an economic crisis, but rather as an illustration of a change in social norms, which depicts itself in 
legislation. 
In 2010, Colorado’s GDP was 232 billion dollars, this growth is similar to every other state in the 
U.S. (J.P Morgan 2014). From the fact that legal marijuana is beneficial for generating taxes and 
savings on enforcing prohibition, we can from Colorado's budget not conclude that it was legalised 
solely for that reason. We instead believe that changes came through social norms changes and that 
economic arguments for legalisation helped push towards legalisation.  
 
When comparing Colorado to other states that aimed to legalise marijuana in the period from 2010 
to 2012, we can see that economic arguments often were ineffective. If we focus on California 
(2010), Oregon, Washington and Colorado (All 2012), we see that the two states that  legalised 
marijuana (Colorado, Washington) did not use economic reasons as their main argument (Leon & 
Weitzer 2014). In Colorado, proponents managed to frame marijuana as being similar to, or less 
harmful than alcohol, and Washington focused mainly on promoting social justice (Leon & Weitzer 
2014). Both California and Oregon focused heavily on the possible tax revenue, together with other 
economic benefits, making the issue an almost completely financial issue (Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
On the other hand, Colorado and Washington managed to focus on the social aspects of legal 
marijuana. When proponents in Colorado did mention economic benefits, they focused on the 
possibility of creating jobs, together with spending revenue created from marijuana sales on 
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marijuana education (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Again emphasising the social aspects of legal 
marijuana. Of course other factors drove the legalisation in Washington and Colorado, however we 
believe that the economic argumentation might not be as important as a change in social norms, as 
it has failed to pass in California and Oregon with campaigns running mainly on economic 
reasoning (Hannan 2013).  
 
Marijuana on the Political Agenda 
In 2005, a campaign called SAFER (Safer Alternative For Enjoyable Recreation) was launched in 
Colorado. It was launched at the campus of  two universities, Colorado State and Boulder, as a 
reaction against the deaths of two female students who died of an overdose of alcohol (Hannan 
2013). Mason Tvert led the SAFER campaign, he was approached by Steve Fox, the federal 
lobbyist of MPP who wanted Tvert to create awareness about the dangers of alcohol opposed to 
marijuana on the campuses (Hannan 2013). The purpose of the campaign was to call on the 
universities to change the hard penalties for using and being in possession of marijuana (Safer 
campus 2015). The penalties for possession and use of marijuana was higher than the possession 
and use of alcohol, which was also legal for many college students, even though an overdose is 
deadly, and an overdose of marijuana is not fatal (NDCMA 1972). The project grew big within 
months of the launch. People behind the campaign had passed student referendums at the two 
universities. In the summer of 2005, they decided to start a marijuana legalisation initiative in the 
city of Denver. They called the initiative "Alcohol-Marijuana Equalisation Initiative." (SAFER 
2005). The initiative, named I-100, would make it legal for people of the age of 21 and above to 
possess one ounce of marijuana in the city of Denver (usatoday.com 2015). Furthermore, the 
initiative made possession of marijuana for people under the age of 18 only punishable by a fine, 
which meant it would not appear on their criminal record or face jail time. The initiative was passed 
on November 1, 2005 with 53,5  percent in favour and 46,5  percent against. (usatoday.com 2015) 
Later in 2005, the SAFER campaign expanded and publicly announced their support of a state-wide 
campaign to make possession up to one ounce of marijuana legal by the age of 21 or older. By 
summer 2006, it was announced by the Colorado Secretary of State that the campaign had gathered 
sufficient amount of signatures, and it now qualified for the ballot in November 2006 (SAFER 
2006). 
Because the campaign had gotten so much attention, smaller campaigns under the same SAFER 
initiative was emerging on universities throughout the nation (SAFER 2015). During spring 2006 
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numerous universities had passed the "marijuana-and-alcohol equalisation" referendums to make 
the environment safer, and avoid accidents with alcohol overdoses. 
In 2006, in the general elections in Colorado, the SAFER campaign proposed Amendment 44, 
which the majority of voters voted against. The amendment would have made it legal for 
individuals at the age of 21 or above, to consume and possess one ounce of marijuana without 
getting fined 100 dollars. The same law that was used in the city of Denver. Even though marijuana 
was legal in Denver, the police used the state law in order to keep giving people a 100 dollars fine if 
they were caught smoking (SAFER 2006). The leader of SAFER knew it would be hard to change 
people's' minds about marijuana after 75 years with prohibition (SAFER 2006). He was confident 
that the law would be passed in a 5 to 10 year process. The opposes of Amendment 44 were pleased 
with the failed initiative. The opposes argue that if it were passed it would increase the teen drug 
use. Beverly Kindard, who founded "Guarding Our Children Against Marijuana" said that if there is 
made more moves towards legalising marijuana in Colorado, the group is ready to continue to fight 
it (SAFER 2006). The following years, the attention shifted from recreational marijuana to focus 
more on medical marijuana. In 2007 caregivers started to give out unlimited numbers of licences to 
patients for medical marijuana which means that in a period from 2008 to 2012 people with licences 
went from 4800 to around 108.000, in Colorado (Gazette 2014). Colorado Department of Public 
Health and Environment (CDPHE) tried to pass legislation, which would regulate caregivers to only 
be able to give out licenses to five patients, but it was turned down. In 2010, a unique bill was 
passed in Colorado, HB10-1284, which legalised full scale dispensaries, creating businesses, which 
legally could distribute medical marijuana. This created a state regulatory agency and restricted 
caregivers to a total of five patients(Americans For Safer Access 2015). The way it dealt with 
licensing of legal businesses, became the model, which was also used in Amendment 64 in 2012, 
for the business of recreational marijuana (Gazette 2014).  
 
10 Factors of Vice Legalisation  
As earlier mentioned in the theory section, scholars have found that there is 10 factors each of 
which individually enhances the chance of having a ballot passed through public vote. Through 
time marijuana consumption has risen in the U.S. as opposed to previous years, now 52 percent 
have personal experience with marijuana (CNN 2014 cited in Leon & Weitzer 2014). It is, 
furthermore, not only ethnic minorities, but also white middle class citizens that have used 
marijuana and are now favouring the end of prohibition on a national scale.  
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Duke states, that minorities merely account for 30 percent of the total marijuana consumption, 
indicating that marijuana has become a larger part of the dominant culture, which we also 
accounted for in the social norms chapter(Duke 2010). 
2. Marijuana has been proven less harmful compared to legal drugs i.e. tobacco and alcohol (Duke 
2010, Kleiman 1989, Caulkins 2014). The complications with ending prohibition is often due to 
fears of increased consumption, Duke demonstrates, in cases like the 1970 decriminalisation in the 
united states, that an increase in consumption do not occur. More cases like the Netherlands, where 
marijuana is practically legal, showed that no noticeable consumption increases were present (Duke 
2010). He does acknowledge an important fact, that this is merely on account of decriminalisation, 
and since we have not seen a full legalisation he cannot reject the argument of increased 
consumption fully. Duke (2010) further argues that even though marijuana consumption might 
increase, it would most likely lower alcohol consumption. 
Another way legalisation is less harmful than prohibition is on account of the arrests. As Duke 
argues, marijuana possession has accounted for 20,000,000 arrests since prohibition started 1937 
(Duke 2010).  Hence, these minor offences could possibly ruin life for those incarcerated, for 
example by being unemployable, tearing families apart, not getting admitted to college or not being 
able to get college loans (Duke 2010, Kleiman 1989). Lastly, prohibition generates crime both 
domestic and has a spill over effect on for instance Mexico. Prohibition is the sole reason for the 
black market selling marijuana. If prohibition were to be repealed, the black market would be 
eradicated, as long as taxation does not become too high and allows for the re-emergence of the 
black market (Caulkins et al 2014, Kleiman 1989). 
3. According to Amendment 64, marijuana production and distribution are controlled by the state. 
Dispensaries need state licenses in order to sell marijuana to customers. In the same way marijuana 
producers need a permission to grow and handle the crop. This allows the state to control the 
marijuana market (Appendix A, Amendment 64). 
     4. Amendment 64 was supported by business men, who either supported the cause or the 
opportunity for a new business venture. The fact the campaign was able to raise 3.5 million dollars, 
as opposed to 707,000 dollars raised by the opponents, could imply that Colorado’s financial elite is 
now in support of legalisation (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Other supporters were former Republican 
congressman Tom Tancredo, a coalition of 300 physicians, The United Food and Commercial 
Workers Union (Colorado’s largest union) and finally, Colorado centre on law and policy (Leon & 
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Weitzer 2014). Opposing Amendment 64 were most prominently governor John Hickenlooper and 
the mayor of Denver Michael Hancock both Democrats (Leon & Weitzer 2014).  
5. As previously mentioned, the campaign is emphasising marijuana should be treated like alcohol, 
therefore making it so minors have no legal way of purchasing marijuana, until they reach 21 years 
of age. Of course this does not include that marijuana is not accessible for minors under criminal 
conditions, but that does not differ from the status quo (Appendix A, Amendment 64).        
6. Amendment 64 allows for the recreational use of marijuana only in the private sphere, no public 
use is permitted. This should shield individuals, with no desire of being exposed to marijuana 
smoke (Appendix A, Amendment 64).  
7. Restrictions on public use of marijuana are still in place, and the use of marijuana in the public 
space is still prohibited and could result in a fine (Appendix A, Amendment 64). 
8. The government is in charge of taxation, and is allowed to set it at whatever rate they see fit 
(Appendix A, Amendment 64). Kleiman among others do argue that if taxation gets too high the 
black market will reappear (Kleiman 1989). 
9. Individuals who desire to get involved in the legal marijuana industry cannot do so if the have 
prior convictions or proven ties to organised crime (Appendix A, Amendment 64) 
10. The Colorado state government has the power to regulate taxation and regulate all legislations 
regarding marijuana policy including reinstating prohibition if deemed necessary (Appendix A, 
Amendment 64). 
When applying these factors to the specific case of Colorado it becomes apparent that Amendment 
64 is accounting for approximately all these factors, along with findings in previous chapters. Even 
though the political elite did not favour marijuana legalisation, they still succumbed to the pressure 
from the public and business elite.  
The Marijuana Policy Project and Mason Tvert 
It has now become evident that the 10 factors are very important when it comes to transferring a 
change in social norms into actual legislation. However, in the case of Colorado, other driving 
factors helped the process move along as well.  Leon & Weitzer (2014) argues that the framing of 
marijuana, specifically in the state of Colorado, functioned as a driving factor together with the 
nature of their medical marijuana sector, the youth turnout and the Obama administration. When we 
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look at the successful attempt to “treat marijuana like alcohol” and the positive framing of 
marijuana it brought with it, one name stands out: his name is Mason Tvert. 
 Tvert was the leading figure in MPP’s campaign “Treat Marijuana Like Alcohol”, his ability to use 
turn of events to his advantage and demonstrate the politician’s hypocrite was a major factor in the 
campaign for marijuana legalisation.  Tvert made the genius move to compare marijuana to alcohol, 
this proved to be a brilliant idea since the two (at the time) biggest politicians in Colorado, John 
Hickenlooper the former mayor of Denver and current democratic governor of Colorado together 
with the leading republican Pete Coors who also happened to be a chairman in the highly successful 
family brewery MillerCoors. Both made their personal fortune in the alcohol industry, which made 
them less than reliable when it came to an unbiased comparison, of alcohol and marijuana 
(Chandler 2013). Adding to the fact that Colorado has a strong tie to its breweries, not only is 
MillerCoors, a major brewery from Colorado, but it also has sport arenas sponsored by them, 
showing the overall acceptance for alcohol in Colorado,  thus making it an ideal place to make the 
comparison.  Tvert was known to make bold and unexpected media stunts in his campaign and went 
so far as to challenge  Coors and  Hickenlooper to a ‘drug duel’(Hannan  2013), where he would 
smoke marijuana and they would drink alcohol, in order to see which substance caused the most 
harmful outcome. Neither Hickenlooper nor Coors showed up, but it did result in a lot of media 
coverage for  Tvert and The MPP (Hannan 2013). What further helped Tvert was when 
Hickenlooper’s son was caught throwing an underage drinking party at the mayor's mansion, 
without any consequences. This helped him to show how unequal marijuana was compared to 
alcohol, he stated, "The governor should grant equal status to marijuana, to allow the partiers to 
make a rational choice to use a less harmful drug which is legal.” and "We're not against drinking. 
We just want the hypocrisy stopped and allow them to make a safer choice." (Tvert in McPhee 
2008).  He continued to use popular news stories to brand his own cause. After a large marijuana 
bust in Denver, Tvert had his own ‘press conference’ where he compared the before mentioned 
drug bust with the liquor stores in Denver and announced “more than 1,000 operations selling a 
more dangerous drug than marijuana throughout Denver.” (Tvert in Chandler 2013). This 
increased awareness of how the regulations were contradicting each other. Tvert’s ability to point 
out the hypocrites of the politicians and their role in Colorado’s brewery business put them in a 
position where not agreeing with Tvert could question their political integrity. His political 
“blackmailing” proved its worth, when none of the politicians were willing to answer questions 
regarding marijuana and when they did, they did supported the campaign (Chandler 2013). An 
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example of this was when the governor of Colorado,  Hickenlooper, changed his view on the 
legalisation. When the ballot initiative was proposed in 2012, Hickenlooper openly opposed it, 
“Colorado is known for many great things – marijuana should not be one of them.” (Colorado 
Government 2012). Three years later, Hickenlooper showed a change in attitude when he in an 
interview admitted that recreational marijuana, seems to be working fine and that they have made a 
lot of progress in Colorado (Ostrow  2015). 
  
 It is evident that the major goal of the proponents was to create a framing of marijuana as being 
similar to alcohol. They succeeded in doing this. Amendment 64 was passed, and even modelled 
completely after the proponent’s campaign.  Tvert is believed to have had a big impact on the 
people of Colorado and to be the main reason behind the quick legalisation process in Colorado and 
is currently using his “talent” to campaign for the same legalisation in 12 other states (Hannan 
2013. 
Tvert and the MPP’s efforts to frame marijuana like alcohol is what makes Colorado stand out 
among the other states. Alcohol is publicly accepted, and is widely acknowledged as a normal part 
of society in many cultures even though it kills roughly 100.000 Americans each year (Caulkins et 
al. 2012). This comparison is what sets Tvert and Colorado apart, from the two other states that 
failed to legalise marijuana. 
Steve Fox, one of MPP´s federal lobbyists in Capitol Hill, argues that the campaigns in the other 
states tried their best from even mentioning the marijuana, which in other words kept marijuana as 
‘dangerous’  and retained marijuana related to something bad (Hannan 2013). Instead they relied on 
using more traditional arguments about how much money the state could gain in tax revenue. Out of 
the four states that tried to legalise marijuana in the period 2010 to 2012, only Colorado managed to 
stress the similarities between alcohol and marijuana. In Oregon and California they focused on the 
economic benefits, and that resulted in their bill being repealed (Leon & Weitzer 2014). (Hannan 
2013). 
  
Although Tvert and the MPP’s campaign were highly successful and indeed did further the cause of 
regulating marijuana like alcohol other factors did play a role, their role is being explained and 
examined below.    
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Other Factors 
In 2000, Colorado approved the use and distribution of medical marijuana (Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
The role of the medical marijuana industry is tricky, and varies from state to state. For example in 
California, where the medical marijuana industry were against legal marijuana because of the 
possibility of losing revenue (Leon & Weitzer 2014). In Colorado, however they managed to learn 
from California and therefore implemented a section in Amendment 64 stating that recreational 
marijuana consumers should purchase their marijuana at pre-existing medical marijuana stores 
(Leon & Weitzer 2014). This created an intention for the medical marijuana industry to support 
Amendment 64, both financially and vocally. Colorado once again sets itself apart from other states 
by noticing a possible problem and altering their proposal, in order to create a unified marijuana 
industry. 
These factors include the younger generations in the U.S., they heavily favour legal marijuana as 
opposed to elders. In a survey from 2013, 64 percent of the people aged 18-29 believed that 
recreational marijuana should be legal (Appendix B, Part 1). Other polls argue that up to 67 percent 
of young American now favour legal marijuana (Leon & Weitzer 2014). It is then clear, that in 
order to pass a pro-marijuana bill, the youth turnout is extremely important. In fact, out of the four 
aforementioned states, the two states with the highest turnout among young adults ended up 
legalising marijuana (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Colorado had a 20 percent turnout between the ages 
of 18 to 29, Washington landed at 22 percent turnout in the same age group (Leon & Weitzer 2014). 
Age matters and it is clear that youth turnout is another factor that helped Colorado legalised 
marijuana. 
One could argue that the reason for the big youth turnout and their seemingly large knowledge 
about MPP’s campaign is due to their large budget, which were much larger than their opponents. 
When Colorado first tried to legalise marijuana in 2006, the proponent’s campaign were highly 
underfunded, especially as opposed to the opponents. Leon & Weitzer (2014) argue that when 
passing a bill the campaign with the highest budget is usually the winner. This was also evident 
when looking at the four states that aimed to legalise marijuana in 2010 and 2012. Washington and 
Colorado’s proponent campaigns greatly outspend their opponents. In Washington they raised 6.2 
million dollars opposed to 16 thousand dollars, and in Colorado 3.5 million dollars opposed to 707, 
000 dollars (Leon & Weitzer 2014, Hannan 2013). The two states with the highest budget were also 
the two states that managed to push a positive framing on marijuana. It is clear that when 
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campaigning ‘cash is king’, Colorado definitely managed to spend their money well. In 2006, the 
proponent’s budget reached 200,000 dollars, while the opponents managed to collect just over 1 
million dollars (Ballotpedia 2015). This means that the richer parts of the population in 2012 were 
ready to support legal marijuana. As we have argued earlier social norms accumulate over long 
periods, and it seems that both the economic and political elite in Colorado now favour legal 
marijuana. In fact, on a national level, people earning 100,000 dollars or more a year seems to 
favour legal marijuana as 59 percent believe marijuana should be legal (Appendix A, Part 1). 
Marijuana is now no longer either a drug or an issue of the poor man, but an interest of every part of 
the society. 
Finally, the legislation process is a part of a bigger political picture that happened to fit Colorado’s 
legislation process perfect. As we know, marijuana is illegal on a federal level, allowing the federal 
government to interfere in any state legislation, including the bills passed by Washington and 
Colorado. In the case of California in 2010, a fear for federal intervention impeded the legalisation 
and in the end voters decided not to legalise marijuana. So why was this not the case in 2012 in 
Colorado? First, it is arguably true that Obama was not in a position to intervene in 2012 because of 
his re-election campaign; hence, he did not want to estrange the voters in Colorado, which is known 
to be a swing-state (Leon & Weitzer 2014). The voters of California in 2010 were already a bit 
cautious about federal intervention, because the Obama administration once before interfered in 
their medical marijuana industry (Leon & Weitzer 2014). Furthermore, Obama was in a position to 
interfere, as he had two years until his next campaign, estranging the voters of California was 
therefore not a concern.  Colorado had no such bad memories with government intervention hence; 
the argument that federal government could hinder legal marijuana becomes insignificant. 
Chapter Conclusion 
In this chapter, we argued that economics was not the main causal factor leading to the legalisation 
in Colorado. Instead we aimed to focus on the how MPP’s campaign changed perception about 
marijuana and various other factors such as the Obama administration and the youth turnout. We 
investigated how the 10 factors of vice legalisation could be applied to the case of recreational 
marijuana legalisation in Colorado. In Colorado's case all of these factors were present. Marijuana 
has become more widespread and is no longer limited to certain groups, but is instead partaken in 
by the dominant culture (middle class, white). Marijuana has also been subjected to more scientific 
exploration and research, and abuse (both long term and short) has been rigorously tested and 
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because of this the public has gained a deeper insight into the actual harms (or lack there of) of 
marijuana as a drug (NCMDA 1972). What this means, is that the timing for the passing of 
Amendment 64 was ideal, and something that the public wanted, and as concluded in the social 
norms chapter, on this topic, change does not happen from a top down level, but instead the reverse. 
Legalisation will happen if the masses demand it (Leon & weitzer 2014). An additional factor that 
could be considered extremely important is that the campaign to legalise marijuana managed to 
raise approximately four times the amount of the opposition managed to gather. The MPP, through 
Amendment 64, managed to fulfil almost every factor enhancing chances for winning, furthermore 
one must acknowledge the efforts of Tvert. Tvert managed through various efforts to maximise 
attention on the matter, with the most provoking and low budget efforts as possible. Tvert utilised 
that prohibitionist's such as Hickenlooper and Coors, both made a fortune on alcohol. Tvert took 
advantage of the situation, resulting in Hickenlooper and Coors admitting that marijuana. It is 
important to notice how none of these factor singlehandedly could have lead to legalisation, hence it 
is the amassed factors all together which contribute to the legalisation.   
Chapter 6: Conclusion 
Concluding Remarks on Punctuated Equilibrium Theory  
Through this project it becomes apparent that a lot of the concepts and ideas of Punctuated 
Equilibrium Theory, aided the understanding of how marijuana came to be legalised. We saw how a 
new policy community was created, and how they efficiently could contest the status quo and by 
concurring the majority of votes put the issue on the political agenda. The policy community 
favouring prohibition did what they were capable of in order to minimise attention on the issue to 
protect the reigning policy monopoly. As one might assume, prohibitionist's had through years 
collected evidence supporting their arguments, but nay, they were still heavily dependent on 
Anslinger’s efforts of convincing the public that marijuana was a menace to society and upholding 
the stigma that came along with this depiction of the issue.   
Where the prohibitionist’s tried to minimise attention to the issue, Tvert and the rest of the MPP’s 
efforts was heavily cantered around informing the public and gather supporters for their policy 
community through the new framing and evidence backing their arguments. As stated in the theory 
section “The aim of punctuated equilibrium theory is to explain these long periods of policy 
stability punctuated by short but intense periods of change.” (Cairney 2011). It can arguably be 
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seen as if the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory successfully managed to reach its goal, and provided 
us with the tools necessary in order to illustrate what possible factors accounted for the legalisation 
of marijuana in Colorado.       
 
Final Conclusion 
Marijuana legalisation is a complicated matter, with many driving forces working separately as well 
as interlinked. Factors such as social norms, turnout, the existing medical marijuana industry and 
the campaign run by legal marijuana proponents all functioned as drivers towards the legalisation in 
2012. It is evident how the proponent’s campaign altered the framing of marijuana by relating 
marijuana to alcohol. Amendment 64 was, to a large extent modelled after alcohol legislation, 
which is an acknowledgement to the proponents who tried to push this comparison all through their 
campaign. The fact that Governor of Colorado John Hickenlooper admitted marijuana legalisation 
to be a success, after publicly opposing the proposal, is a clear victory for MPP and their case. The 
MPP showed a great understanding of how public perception change and in turn how this changed 
perception result in legislative changes. 
For decades, marijuana has been illegal in the U.S. stemming from a scare campaign run by 
Anslinger in the late 1930s. Anslinger managed to mould social perception of marijuana by 
negative propaganda, even though Americans lacked actual experience and knowledge about the 
substance, he did so without any types of evidence backing his arguments. The social norm that 
marijuana was “the devil's lettuce” did not evolve on its own; Anslinger created it, and successfully 
criminalised marijuana on a federal level and in many states. As our theory depicts, changes in 
social norms go through an evolutionary process, with many small steps along the way. Kleiman 
was one scholar who contributed to the evolutionary process by providing academic evidence on 
the field. He introduced a non-biased assessment where pro arguments were as common as 
negative, furthermore he helped dismiss commonly believed theories such as the gateway theory. 
The Gateway Theory was at the centre of legal marijuana opponent’s argumentation for decades. 
The Punctuated Equilibrium Theory also stresses the importance of scientific findings disproving 
commonly believed theories, however Kleiman’s work is just another small step on the 
evolutionary ladder. Just before Kleiman’s writing, President Nixon administered a group of 
scientists to deter whether or not marijuana should be illegal and remain a schedule 1 drug. Their 
findings baffled Nixon, as they proved no reason for why marijuana should be illegal, especially 
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when alcohol remained legal. Nixon chose to ignore their suggestion, perhaps realising that he 
would not have public support, as marijuana at the time was a part of a youth rebellion culture and 
therefore frowned upon.  
Luckily for the MPP and other marijuana proponents, a change in social norms, and perception did 
occur. We can clearly see that what Kleiman argued in the late 1980 has amounted in changes. In 
2013, it is evident that 73 percent do not think marijuana enforcement is worth the money, and that 
58 percent do not believe in the gateway theory, furthermore overall support for legal marijuana in 
the U.S. has surpassed disapproval. Kleiman’s findings, together with a rising approval and usage 
rate changed public perception and created a new framing of marijuana. With a change in social 
norms, and a new framing of marijuana a window of opportunity for legalisation appeared. It is 
however, important to mention that much of the change in social norms represent a general trend in 
the U.S, as well as in Colorado. 
When the change of social norms has occurred, the next step is to realise the potential in actual 
legislative changes. Colorado showed itself to be ready for legalisation for a couple of reasons. 
First, marijuana legalisation has been on the agenda in Colorado since 2005, where the SAFER 
campaign gained traction, but was in the end turned down by the state government. In the period 
from 2010 to 2012, four states attempted to legalise marijuana, only Washington and Colorado 
succeeded. The positive framing administered by the MPP, and to a large extent their leader Tvert, 
separated Colorado from the other states, as their main argument revolved around economic 
benefits of legal marijuana. The economic approach showed itself to be ineffective, and we believe 
that marijuana was not legalised in Colorado because of economic reasons, placing more emphasis 
on the importance on the change in social norms and framing. Colorado also separated itself from 
the other states by fulfilling almost all of the 10 factors for vice legalisation. They lacked support 
from the political elite, but the MPP leader Mason Tvert found a way to use this to his advantage. 
Hickenlooper and other senior government members, had made their entire personal fortune on 
alcohol, and their funding came from Colorado’s alcohol industry as well. The MPP’s campaign 
was therefore genius, as Hickenlooper could not point to the negatives of alcohol in fear of losing 
financial support. Amendment 64, on its own fulfilled a number of the factors, as it made sure there 
would be no conflict of interest between the medical marijuana industry and recreational marijuana 
industry. California saw their medical marijuana industry fight legal marijuana, because of fear of 
losing customers to the recreational marijuana industry. Colorado also stood out due to their high 
youth turnout. They furthermore avoided the fear of federal intervention because the Obama 
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administration were preoccupied with campaigning for re-election, and therefore not in a position to 
interfere in state politics. It is also arguably true that Colorado’s swing-state label could have 
affected the possibility of federal intervention. 
We believe that the change in social norms, which we have seen happen over time, created the 
opportunity for the legalisation. In this sense, the new evidence created by Kleiman, Caulkins and 
other scholars enlightened parts of the public, which later accumulated as a change in social norms. 
We set out to explore economic reasons for the legalisation, however we found that they were not 
as important as first anticipated. We then sought other factors, which could have caused the 
legalisation. The strong proponent campaign by the MPP and Mason Tvert was influential in the 
legalisation as they managed to build on the change in social norms, and utilise a comparison with 
alcohol in order to change public perception, and make the last push towards legalisation in 
Colorado. This shows how the various factors, exemplified in our working questions, supported 
each other in order to show why marijuana was legalised in Colorado in 2012.  
All in all, we believe that several factors caused the legalisation in Colorado, stating which factor is 
most important is difficult, however we believe that the MPP’s ability to frame marijuana like 
alcohol played a huge part in the legalisation. 
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